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FINAL
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)

OF INSTALLATION DEVELOPMENT AT
SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE, ILLINOIS

INTRODUCTION

In an effort to improve installation planning and to streamline National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) compliance, the 375th Airlift Wing (375 AW) and Headquarters (HQ) Air Mobility Command
(AMC) have initiated an evaluation in this Environmental Assessment (EA) of all foreseeable and
reasonable planned and programmed projects for the next five years. Since the establishment of Scott Air
Force Base (AFB), as with all other U.S. Air Force (USAF) installations, a continuing activity of
installation development has been occurring. Every year in the history of the installation, structures have
been demolished, new facilities constructed, and infrastructure upgraded. This document will constitute
an Installation Development Environmental Assessment (or “IDEA”). The intent of this IDEA is to
address the Proposed Action of implementing installation development actions with emphasis on avoiding
the environmentally sensitive areas on Scott AFB.

The scope of the IDEA includes an evaluation of alternatives for the various projects and analysis of the
cumulative effects on the natural and man-made environments. The Proposed Action includes numerous
projects, such as new facility construction, facility upgrades, facility repair and renovation, utilities
upgrades, community living upgrades, infrastructure upgrades, demolition of aging facilities, and
recreational upgrades that would be completed/implemented during the next five years. This Proposed
Action also includes the projects approved in the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process
for Scott AFB.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement installation development projects on Scott AFB as
found in the community of all existing wing-approved plans, such as the General Plan. The Scott AFB
community of plans was examined to provide a consolidated list of projects that are planned and
programmed over the next five years for the continued physical development of the installation to support
air mobility and unified command missions. These plans provide a programmed road map for future
development of the installation to accommodate future mission and facility requirements.

The need for the Proposed Action is to be able to meet current and future mission requirements and
national security objectives associated with Scott AFB. This would involve meeting ongoing mission
requirements that necessitate the repair and upgrade of facilities and infrastructure, prepare the installation
to accept additional missions from current BRAC actions, and support the morale and welfare of the
warfighter.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action is to implement continuing installation development projects as found in the
community of all existing approved development plans for Scott AFB. The projects analyzed in the
IDEA fall under three categories: facilities demolition projects, facilities construction projects (to include
renovations, alterations, and repairs), and infrastructure projects. This assessment also includes the




projects approved in the 2005 BRAC process for Scott AFB. The analysis contained in this IDEA
capitalizes on the knowledge gained from previously prepared and approved Environmental Impact
Analysis Process (EIAP) for similar types of projects to determine the direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects of projects as an integral element of the installation’s development.

Demolition Projects. As part of the Proposed Action, Scott AFB proposes 25 different demolition
projects that would occur over the next five years. Seven of these projects are associated with
construction projects and may include the demolition of more than one building. The demolition of these
facilities has been determined necessary to support the future mission requirements at Scott AFB. These
facilities have been deemed too costly to repair or renovate to meet the future mission requirements of
Scott AFB. Although the administrative and warehouse facilities were evaluated for re-use, none of them
were deemed suitable to accommodate the future mission requirements and were recommended for
demolition. The demolition of these facilities would remove approximately 793,289 ft* of impervious
surfaces, minimizing the area of undisturbed land required for the proposed new facilities. The total
square footage of demolished buildings is greater than the total square footage of demolished building
footprint due to the demolition of multi-storied facilities.

Construction Projects. The construction portion of the Proposed Action includes 17 facility construction,
renovation, and alteration projects that would occur over the next five years. Implementation of these
projects is necessary to support the Scott AFB future mission requirements and to comply with force
protection criteria. The footprint of these facilities would occupy approximately 1.1 million ft%. In order
to continue enhancing the compatibility of designated land uses at Scott AFB, the proposed new facilities
would be constructed in appropriate land use areas across the installation. For example, aircraft hangars
would be constructed within the Aircraft Operations and Maintenance land use area and office buildings
would be constructed within the Administration, Medical and Community Service land use area.

Infrastructure Projects. Scott AFB proposes seven facility infrastructure projects that would occur over
the next five years to support future mission requirements and to comply with force protection
requirements. Facility infrastructure projects include installation or upgrades to paved roadways, parking
lots, sidewalks, utilities, recreational areas, and fences to improve the Base infrastructure capacity to meet
the demands of the future. The improvements in infrastructure projects would result in approximately
161,182 ft* of new, repaired, and extended sidewalks, roads, parking lots, and sports fields.

SUMMARY OF ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED ACTION

Short-term direct minor adverse effects resulting from construction and demolition activities would occur
on the noise environment, air quality, safety, geological resources, water resources, biological resources,
and hazardous materials and wastes. Adverse effects associated with construction activities would be
localized to the immediate area of construction and would subside following the end of construction in
each area affected. Short-term indirect minor beneficial effects on socioeconomics would also occur on
the local community from construction costs; however, expenditures associated with construction are
short-term and would have no long-lasting community benefits.

Long-term direct minor beneficial effects on land use, safety, and infrastructure would be expected from
the construction of new facilities and demolition of existing facilities on the installation.

Short-term minor adverse and long-term minor beneficial effects would be expected as a result of the
removal of asbestos-containing material and lead-based paint in older buildings. All removal and
abatement procedures would be in accordance with Federal, state, and local regulations. Short-term
adverse effects on safety as a result of exposure to fumes could occur during construction activities in




The proposed action would avoid sitting projects in wetlands and areas where threatened and endangered
species are known to occur. If it is determined that future projects impose adverse effects on wetlands
(i.e., if a project is sited in a delineated wetland) or threatened and endangered species (i.e., if a project
would adversely affect a protected species under the Endangered Species Act), then additional NEPA
analysis and agency coordination will be required.

No direct or indirect effects on archaeological resources or traditional cultural properties would be
expected because these areas would be avoided during all construction activities. Adverse effects on
historical architectural resources are not anticipated within the Scott Field Historic District. If it is
anticipated that future projects would impact cultural resources as identified in the Scott AFB Integrated
Cultural Resources Management Plan, this work would be coordinated with the Illinois State Historic
Preservation Office prior to initiation. Modification or destruction of historic resources would result in
adverse effects, but these adverse effects will be mitigated and minimized in accordance with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act. Long-term beneficial effects would be expected by increasing
utility and function of historic structures and preventing deterioration.

PUBLIC REVIEW AND INTERAGENCY AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION PLANNING

The Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (JICEP) process for the
description of practicable alternative actions (DOPAA) was conducted from 27 June to 27 July, 2006.
The public review of the draft EA was conducted from March 15 to April 30, 2007.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES

I conclude that the environmental effects of the proposed installation development at Scott AFB are not
significant, that preparation of an environmental impact statement is unnecessary, and that a finding of no
significant impact (FONSI) is appropriate. The preparation of the EA is in accordance with NEPA,
Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and 32 Code of Federal Regulations Part 989, as amended
and is herein incorporated by reference.

MKW 90Tmﬂ7

ONARD A. PATRICK, Colonel, USAF Date
Director, Installations & Mission Support
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Final Environmental Assessment of Installation Development at
Scott Air Force Base, Illinois

Responsible Agencies: U.S. Air Force (USAF), Headquarters Air Mobility Command (AMC), Scott Air
Force Base (AFB), Illinois, and the 375th Airlift Wing (375 AW) Scott AFB, Illinois.

Affected Location: Scott AFB, St. Clair County, Illinois.

Proposed Action: Implementation of approved installation development plans, and Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) approved actions.

Report Designation: Draft Environmental Assessment (EA).

Written comments and inquiries regarding this document should be directed to Mr. Mostafa
Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, Illinois 62225-5022.

Abstract: Scott AFB utilizes numerous wing approved plans to project installation development
requirements. These plans propose demolition, construction, renovation, and infrastructure improvement
activities intended to ensure that the installation can sustain its current and future national security
operations and mission-readiness status. These activities include installation development projects
contained in the Scott AFB General Plan and the community of all existing approved development plans.
Scott AFB seeks to improve the continuing installation development process by evaluating, in a single
EA, all actions proposed in the Scott AFB wing-approved community of plans for installation
development. The scope of this Installation Development EA (IDEA) includes an evaluation of
alternatives for the various projects and analysis of the cumulative effects on the natural and man-made
environments. The Proposed Action includes numerous projects, such as new facility construction,
facility upgrades, facility repair and renovation, utilities upgrades, community living upgrades,
infrastructure upgrades, demolition of aging facilities, and recreational upgrades that would be
completed/implemented during the next five years. The Proposed Action also includes projects approved
in the BRAC 2005 process for Scott AFB. The intent of this IDEA is to address the Proposed Action of
implementing installation development actions as found in the community of all existing approved
management plans for the installation concerning continuing development on Scott AFB.

Through this IDEA, Scott AFB provides a constraints-based environmental impact analysis of installation
development actions projected for the installation over the next five years. A constraints approach
enables Scott AFB to evaluate environmental concerns that exist throughout the installation and those
unique to specific areas of the installation. The analysis draws from the knowledge gained from extensive
recent evaluations for similar types of projects to determine the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of
projects that will be completed as part of the installation’s development.

This EA has been prepared to evaluate the Proposed Action and alternatives, including the No Action
Alternative. No potentially significant impacts were determined to be associated with the Proposed
Action during the course of preparing this IDEA and therefore the Finding of No Significant Impact is
appropriate. Resource areas addressed in the EA include noise, land use, air quality, safety, geological
resources, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics and environmental
justice, hazardous materials and waste management, and infrastructure. The EA was made available to
the public for comments between March 14 and April 30, 2007.
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1 Purpose, Need, and Scope

The 375th Airlift Wing (375 AW) at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois, and Headquarters (HQ) Air
Mobility Command (AMC) believe a comprehensive U.S. Air Force (USAF) Environmental Impact
Analysis Process (EIAP) document would improve the continuing activity of installation development
and streamline the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance process. As a result, 375 AW
and HQ AMC have initiated an evaluation in this Environmental Assessment (EA) of foreseeable and
reasonable planned and programmed projects that do not impact a sensitive resource or area for the next
five years. Since the establishment of Scott AFB, as with all other USAF installations, a continuing
activity of installation development has been occurring. Every year in the history of the installation,
structures have been demolished, new facilities constructed, and infrastructure upgraded. This document
will constitute an Installation Development Environmental Assessment (or “IDEA”). The intent of this
IDEA is to address the Proposed Action of implementing installation development actions as found in the
community of all existing approved management plans for the installation concerning continuing
development on Scott AFB. These projects are a compilation of installation development activities as
described in the Scott AFB General Plan (Scott, 2004), and all known and approved Base plans. The
IDEA plan coordinates land use planning and infrastructure projects, expedites project execution by using
early planning, and encourages agency coordination. In addition to evaluating the projects as described,
this EA will serve as a baseline for future environmental analysis of mission and training requirements.

This section of this document includes five subsections: background information on the location and
mission of Scott AFB, a statement of the purpose of and the need for the Proposed Action, an overview of
the scope of the analysis, a summary of key environmental compliance requirements, and an introduction
to the organization of this EA.

1.1 Background

Scott AFB is a 2,848-acre active USAF installation under the command and control of AMC. Scott AFB
is located in the southwest area of Illinois and in the north-central part of St. Clair County (Figure 1-1).
Several small and large communities are located within close proximity of the Base. For example, the
City of St. Louis is located 20 miles to the west. The City of Lebanon is located to the northeast, Bellville
and Shiloh are located to the west, Mascoutah is located to the southeast and O’Fallon is located to the
northwest. Scott AFB is headquarters to the 375 AW. In addition to the 375 AW, Scott AFB is also
home to more than 40 on-base tenant units, including HQ AMC, Headquarters U.S. Transportation
Command (HQ USTC), 18th Air Force, 126th Air Refueling Wing (126 ARW), the 932nd Airlift Wing,
the Air Force Communications Agency (AFCA), the Defense Information Technology Contracting
Organization (DITCO), and the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA). The presence of the two
unified commands and other tenant units creates a unique multi-service community at Scott AFB, with all
branches of service represented.

The mission of Scott Air Force Base is to provide a Total Force team, engaging globally by providing
priority airlift, aeromedical evacuation, combat support and medical expertise while ensuring an
outstanding quality of life for all. The Base commands and controls all logistics of United States military
in air, over land and across the sea. The installation’s tenants are responsible for providing United States
aeromedical evacuation capabilities, fly operational support airlift in the C-21, and air refueling missions
in the KC-135. Scott Air Force Base supplies forces to theater combatant commanders.

1.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement installation development projects on Scott AFB as
found in the community of all existing 375 AW-approved plans for development on the installation. The
community of installation development plans is linked to individual funding programs such as BRAC,
Military Construction (MILCON), Operations and Maintenance (O&M), Military Family Housing
(MFH), Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP), Nonappropriated Funds (NAF), and others. Projects
approved in the 2005 Base realignment and Closure (BRAC) process are also included. The Scott AFB
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community of wing approved plans was examined to provide a consolidated list of projects that are
planned and programmed over the next five years for the continued physical development of the
installation to support air mobility. These plans provide a road map for future development of the
installation to accommodate future mission and facility requirements. These plans include projects for the
installation’s future facility development, transportation improvements, airfield and utility infrastructure
enhancements, development constraints and opportunities, and land use relationships.

A compilation of projects from the Scott AFB wing-approved community of installation development
plans addressed in this IDEA is presented in Appendix A. Some of the projects identified in the Scott
AFB community of installation development plans are appropriate for the application of Categorical
Exclusion (CATEX) rules and are not analyzed in this IDEA.

The need for the Proposed Action is to be able to meet current and future mission requirements and
national security objectives associated with Scott AFB. This would involve meeting ongoing mission
requirements that necessitate the repair and upgrade of Base utilities, pavements, and facilities; improve
the efficiency and effectiveness of forces and provide Distinguished Visitor support with capability to
expand; replace older, substandard facilities with new buildings that are on a par with workplaces outside
the gate; provide reliable utilities, quality housing, and an efficient transportation system to support Scott
AFB; and prepare to accept additional missions from current BRAC actions. In addition, morale and
welfare projects that are a critical part of supporting the warfighter are included.

Continued development of infrastructure at Scott AFB must take into account future facilities
construction/demolition/renovation, transportation needs, airfield alterations and enhancements, systems
improvements, utilities improvements, land use planning, and development constraints and opportunities.
Contributions by Scott AFB to national security, as well as prospects for the assignments of additional
missions in the future, dictate that the installation implement planning for the next five years. To ensure
the complete usefulness of the installation for any tasks assigned, infrastructure projects must take into
account—and be capable of supporting—all functions inherent to a USAF installation. These include
aircraft operations and maintenance activities, security, administration, communications, billeting, supply
and storage, training, transportation, and community quality of life.

1.3 Scope of the Analysis

Scott AFB seeks to improve the continuing installation development process by evaluating, in a single
EA, all actions proposed in the Scott AFB wing-approved community of plans for installation
development. The scope of the IDEA includes an evaluation of alternatives for the various projects and
analysis of the cumulative effects on the natural and man-made environments. The Proposed Action
includes numerous projects, such as new facility construction, facility upgrades, facility repair and
renovation, utilities upgrades, community living upgrades, infrastructure upgrades, demolition of aging
facilities, and recreational upgrades that would be completed/implemented during the next five years.
The Proposed Action also includes the projects approved in the BRAC 2005 process for Scott AFB.

This IDEA evaluates the impacts of a Proposed Action that encompasses the continuing activities of
demolition, construction, and infrastructure repair/improvements inherent to Scott AFB adapting to ever-
evolving mission requirements. This IDEA will identify, document, and evaluate the effects of all
activities involved in modernizing and upgrading Scott AFB to meet future requirements. The IDEA will
present and analyze potentially adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts resulting
from implementation of Scott AFB’s installation development (the Proposed Action) with emphasis on
avoiding impacts on environmentally sensitive areas.

The scope of this EA includes an evaluation of the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives and an
analysis of the cumulative effects on the natural and man-made environments of Scott AFB and
surrounding areas. None of the projects contained in this IDEA, as part of the Proposed Action, would
impact any environmentally sensitive area such as wetlands, floodplains, endangered species sites or
cultural resources. Projects that impact such areas or other sensitive environmental or socioeconomic
resources would be the subject of separate NEPA analysis.
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The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2, contains three categories of installation development:
demolition, construction (to include renovations, installations, alterations and repairs) and infrastructure
(fences, sidewalks, roads and utility) projects. The categorized lists of proposed projects that comprise
the Proposed Action can be found in Appendix A. The three categories of installation development were
identified for use in this document because they allow for the grouping of development initiatives by
common elements of their activity and the nature of their potential environmental impacts. The projects in
each category were evaluated not only based on their footprint but also for potential impacts to physical
resources, socioeconomics, environmental justice, infrastructure, traffic, safety, noise, air quality,
biological resources, geological resources, cultural resources, land use and hazardous materials and waste
management.

Section 4 of this IDEA presents an analysis of each of the projects contained in Appendix A and
summarizes impacts in Tables 4-1 — 4-3.

The collective analysis of all appropriate projects in a single EA will streamline the NEPA review
process; eliminate project fractionation and segmentation; facilitate coordination of land use planning;
reduce installation, reviewing agency, and major command (MAJCOM) workloads; provide cost savings;
help better evaluate potential cumulative environmental impacts; assist in maintaining a baseline for
future analysis; and meet the USAF’s EIAP goals.

1.4 Summary of Key Environmental Compliance Requirements

1.4.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

NEPA is a Federal law that requires the identification and analysis of potential environmental impacts
resulting from proposed Federal actions before those actions are taken. This EA has been prepared in
accordance with NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] 4321-4347), the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR §§ 1500-
1508), and 32 CFR Part 989, et seq., Environmental Impact Analysis Process (formerly known as Air
Force Instruction[AFI] 32-7061). CEQ regulations mandate that all Federal agencies use a systematic
interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and the evaluation of actions that might affect the
environment. This process evaluates potential environmental consequences associated with a Proposed
Action and considers various alternatives to the Proposed Action. The intent of NEPA is to protect,
restore, or enhance the environment through well-informed Federal decisions.

Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 32-70, Environmental Quality, states that the USAF will comply with
applicable Federal, state, and local environmental laws and regulations, including NEPA. The USAF’s
implementing regulation for NEPA is the EIAP, 32 CFR 989, as amended.

1.4.2 Integration of Other Environmental Statutes and Regulations

To demonstrate compliance with NEPA, the planning and decision making process for actions proposed
by the USAF and other federal agencies involves an evaluation of the Proposed Action relative to other
relevant environmental statutes and regulations. Application of the NEPA process, however, does not
replace procedural or substantive requirements of other environmental statutes and regulations. It
addresses them collectively in the form of an EA or EIS, which enables the decision maker to hold a
comprehensive view of major environmental issues and requirements associated with the Proposed
Action. According to CEQ regulations, the requirements of NEPA must be integrated “with other
planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by agency so that all such procedures
run concurrently rather than consecutively.”

The IDEA examines potential impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives on physical resources,
socioeconomics, environmental justice, infrastructure, traffic, safety, noise, air quality, biological
resources, geological resources, cultural resources land use, hazardous materials and waste management.
These resources were identified as being potentially affected by the Proposed Action and include
applicable elements of the human environment that are prompted for review by EO, regulation, or policy.
Appendix B contains examples of relevant laws, regulations, and other requirements that are often
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considered as part of the analysis. Where useful to provide better understanding, key provisions of the
statutes and EOs will be discussed in more detail in the text of the IDEA.

1.4.3 Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning

One of the fundamental principles of NEPA is to provide public and agency awareness of Federal actions
prior to project implementation. The premise of this principal is that the quality of Federal decisions will
be enhanced if the general public and local state and Federal agencies are offered the opportunity to
comment and be involved in the planning process. The Intergovernmental Coordination Act and EO
12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, require Federal agencies to cooperate with and
consider state and local views in implementing a Federal proposal. Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7060,
Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP), requires the USAF
to implement an IICEP process, which is used for the purpose of agency coordination and implements
scoping requirements.

On June 27, 2006, AMC provided the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for this
EA to relevant Federal, state and local agencies for review and comment. These agencies were provided
with a 30-day comment period through July 27, 2006. One response from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service was received and is included in Appendix C. On March 13, 2007 the Draft EA of Installation
Development was sent to Federal, state and local agencies for review and comment. In addition, a copy
of the Draft EA was placed at local libraries for review and a Public Notice of Availability was published
in local papers on March 14, 2007. The comment period extended through April 30, 2007. The
distribution list for the Draft EA and the two responses that were received are located in Appendix C.

1.5 Organization of this Document

This EA is organized into seven sections. Sections 1 and 2 contain the Purpose and Need and the
DOPAA. Section 3 contains general descriptions of biophysical resources and baseline conditions that
potentially could be affected by implementation of the Proposed Action, alternatives to the Proposed
Action, or the No Action Alternative. Section 4 presents an analysis of the environmental consequences
for the range of activities (demolition, construction, infrastructure upgrades) covering future installation
development. Section 5 includes an analysis of potential cumulative, irreversible and irretrievable impacts
associated with implementation of the Proposed Action. Section 6 is the list of preparers and Section 7
lists the sources of information used in the preparation of the document.

Appendix A presents the list of proposed Scott AFB installation development projects. Appendix B
contains descriptions of applicable laws, regulations, policies, and planning criteria. Appendix C includes
a copy of the IICEP letter mailed to the agencies for this action, the IICEP distribution list, and responses
to the IICEP letter. Appendix D contains the air quality emission calculations.
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2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

This section presents information on the Proposed Action related to the implementation of installation
development as described in the Scott AFB wing-approved installation development plans. This
assessment also includes the projects contained in the approved 2005 BRAC process recommendations
for Scott AFB. Section 2.1 describes the Proposed Action at Scott AFB. Section 2.2 identifies
alternatives to the Proposed Action, including the No Action Alternative. Section 2.3 identifies the
decision to be made and the Preferred Alternative.

2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is to implement continuing installation development actions as found in the
community of all existing wing approved development plans for Scott AFB. This action would enable
Scott AFB to meet installation development requirements and therefore ensure readiness for future
national defense missions. The Proposed Action consists of 25 demolition, 17 construction, and 7
infrastructure projects. Seven of the construction projects are associated with demolition projects and
have the same project number. It is intended that the projects contained in this IDEA will be reviewed
during a five year rotational basis and this document may be updated or re-submitted to accommodate
substantive change. If during the course of these five years, any of the projects listed in Appendix A
change substantively, the project could be excluded from the IDEA without affecting other projects
originally included in the IDEA.

The projects included as the Proposed Action have been organized into three categories (demolition,
construction, and infrastructure upgrade). For the purposes of describing the specific types of projects
included as the Proposed Action, representative projects from each of the categories are listed in Sections
2.1.2, 2.1.3 and 2.1.4. These representative projects provide examples of the various types of projects
within each category. The total suite of projects that make up the Proposed Action are listed in Appendix
A and evaluated in Section 4. The total potential impacts associated with implementation of each of the
projects in Appendix A will be evaluated in this EA. Implementation of the Proposed Action would
allow Scott AFB to properly plan for their future planning and budgeting cycles and ensure their readiness
for future national defense and homeland security requirements.

This IDEA will be prepared using a constraints-based ETAP (Section 2.1.1). This approach will enable a
comprehensive evaluation of environmental concerns located throughout the Base and also those concerns
unique to specific areas of Scott AFB. This analysis will utilize the information obtained from extensive
recent EIAP evaluations for similar types of projects to determine the direct, indirect and cumulative
impacts of projects that would be completed as part of the installation’s development plan.

Each project would be sited in accordance with Scott AFB’s future land use categories (see Figure 2-1)
and would result in no impact to sensitive or constrained areas. The exterior and interior design of the
new and renovated facilities would follow the design guidelines outlined in the Air Mobility Command
Civil Engineering Squadron Design Guide and the Scott AFB Architectural Compatibility Design Plan.
Adherence to these standards would maintain a consistent and coherent architectural character throughout
Scott AFB. Landscaping in the form of berms, plants, shrubs, and trees, would be used not only to
enhance the professional architectural character and blend the buildings with the surrounding environment
but also for Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) purposes. AT/FP measures would be incorporated
in accordance with the USAF Installation Force Protection Guide.

None of the projects identified as part of the Proposed Action in this IDEA would impact floodplains,
wetlands, threatened or endangered species and or cultural resources. Each of the projects would be sited
approximately as shown in Figure 2-1. The precise layout and design of these projects is in the early
planning stages and therefore, exact surveyed locations and layouts are not finalized. Should locations
and final layout of the projects differ substantially from those anticipated (in location, layout, or potential
environmental consequences), further environmental analysis would be completed. If it is determined
that future projects, conceived outside of this IDEA, impact sensitive resources, separate environmental
analysis would be required.
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All projects would be designed to comply with current fire and safety codes. To the extent possible, the
proposed construction projects would be implemented using sustainable design concepts. Sustainable
design concepts emphasize state-of-the-art strategies for site development, efficient water and energy use,
and improved indoor environmental quality. Each project has been sited in a manner consistent with the
Scott AFB land use categories (see Figure 2-1) and would consequently result in minimum impact to the
natural or socioeconomic environment of Scott AFB.

2.1.1 Major Installation Constraints

There are a number of land use, regulatory, and mission-related constraints within the boundaries of Scott
AFB that will influence and limit future development at the installation. The major constraints on Scott
AFB are listed below and depicted in Figure 2-2. Some constraint areas overlap and therefore the
acreages listed below do not add up to the actual total acreage of Scott AFB.

Airfield Infrastructure, Flight Line, Clear Zones, and Imaginary Surfaces (617 acres). These areas
would only allow airfield improvements and projects directly associated with airfield operations. All
projects within this area must be approved by the facilities utilization board (FUB) and airfield
management prior to commencing any construction-related activities.

Wetlands (398 acres). It is U.S. Air Force (USAF) policy not to construct new facilities within the
areas containing wetlands where practicable. To construct within areas containing wetlands,
appropriate permits from state and federal regulatory agencies must be obtained. In addition, in
accordance with Executive Order 11990, a Finding of No Practical Alternative (FONPA) must be
prepared and approved by Headquarters Air Mobility Command (HQ AMC).

Threatened and Endangered Species and Associated Habitats. One federally endangered species
and two state endangered species have been documented on Scott AFB. Although one Indiana bat
(Myotis sodalis) has been identified along Silver Creek at Scott AFB, no areas of habitat on Scott
AFB have been designated as critical habitat by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. The state
endangered little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) and snowy egret (Egretta thula) have also been
sighted on Scott AFB. No other federal or state-listed species are known to occur on Scott AFB.

Cultural Resources, Historic Buildings, and Archaeological Sites (456 acres). The Scott AFB
Historic District as listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) contains more than 100
historic buildings and encompasses approximately 76 acres of the Base. In addition to the historic
district, Scott AFB contains several potential historic archaeological areas that cover approximately
380 acres. Construction within or demolition of cultural resource sites must be coordinated with the
State Historic Preservation Office, FUB, and 375th Civil Engineering Squadron Environmental
Management Flight (375 CES/CEV).

Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) Sites (258 acres). Scott AFB contains 35 areas of
concern (AOC) and ERP sites. Through the use of an ERP waiver process, new facilities may be
constructed within certain ERP sites depending upon the level of contamination, clean-up efforts, and
land use controls that are applied. Approval of new construction within ERP sites must be obtained by
FUB, coordinated with 375 CES/CEV and approved by HQ AMC (if applicable).

Quantity Distance (QD) arcs. There are several areas that are constrained by QD arcs or clear zones
at Scott AFB. A QD arc is a circular area that is used as a safety buffer for weapons or explosives.
The safety zone associated with the hot cargo pad (HCP) creates the largest area of the Base
constrained by a QD zone. The HCP has a 1,250-foot QD clear zone that limits development in this
area. The weapons storage area has a QD of 607 feet. A less restrictive QD arc of 300 feet is
associated with the explosive ordnance disposal pit in the southeast corner of the Base.

100-Year Floodplain (464 acres). It is USAF policy to avoid constructing new facilities within the
100-year floodplain in order to protect the functions of floodplains, minimize the potential damage to
facilities, and to ensure the safety of working personnel. Any construction in the floodplain would
require a zero rise study and an associated FONPA as approved by HQ AMC.
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Scott AFB consists of 2,848 acres. As a general practice, Scott AFB seeks to avoid, where possible,
disturbance activities in floodplains, wetlands, areas where sensitive species nest, roost or raise young,
and areas designated as culturally sensitive. However, as future mission activities dictate, and due to the
expanse of constrained areas on Scott AFB, avoiding or restricting future development within this acreage
might not be practical and would limit the installation’s ability to successfully accomplish its missions.
When these resources can not be avoided, separate and additional NEPA documentation would occur and
coordination with the appropriate regulatory agencies will be completed prior to initiating the action. All
construction and other activities that would occur in these areas would comply with the requirements of
the various local, state and federal policies and regulations that govern such resources as well as Scott
AFB Resource Plans and other BMPs.

2.1.2 Demolition Projects

As part of the Proposed Action, Scott AFB proposes 25 different demolition projects that would occur
over the next five years (Appendix A). Seven of these projects are associated with construction projects
and may include the demolition of more than one building. The demolition of these facilities has been
determined necessary to support the future mission requirements at Scott AFB. These facilities have been
deemed too costly to repair or renovate to meet the future mission requirements of Scott AFB. Although
the administrative and warehouse facilities were evaluated for re-use, none of them were deemed suitable
to accommodate the future mission requirements and were recommended for demolition. The demolition
of these facilities would remove approximately 793,289 ft* of impervious surfaces, minimizing the area of
undisturbed land required for the proposed new facilities. The total square footage of demolished
buildings is greater than the total square footage of demolished building footprint due to the demolition of
multi-storied facilities.

Table 2-1 identifies projects that are representative of the type of demolition projects included as part of
the Proposed Action. These demolition projects are listed in this section to provide examples of the type
of demolition projects that are scheduled to occur over the next five years at Scott AFB. The full list of
demolition projects included as part of the Proposed Action is included in Appendix A and is labeled
Table A-1.

Table 2-1. Representative Demolition Projects

. . Map Year Area Demolished
Project Title ID Proposed (f)
Demolish Taxiway J D9 2008 218,570
Demolish Aero Club Bldg. 3183 D16 2011 2,304
Demolish HQ AMC/Admin Bldg. 1605 D3 2007 4,704

"These projects are representative examples and not inclusive of the total list of proposed demolition projects
included in this EA as part of the Proposed Action.

2.1.3 Construction Projects

The construction portion of the Proposed Action includes 17 facility construction, renovation, and
alteration projects that would occur over the next five years as identified in Appendix A. Seven of these
projects are associated with demolition projects. Implementation of these projects is necessary to support
the Scott AFB future mission requirements and to comply with force protection criteria. The footprint of
these facilities would occupy approximately one million square feet. In order to continue enhancing the
compatibility of designated land uses at Scott AFB, the proposed new facilities would be constructed in
appropriate land use areas across the installation. For example, aircraft hangars would be constructed
within the Aircraft Operations and Maintenance land use area and office buildings would be constructed
within the Administration, Medical and Community Service land use area.

Table 2-2 identifies projects that are representative of the type of construction projects included as part of
the Proposed Action. These construction projects are listed in this section to provide examples of the type
of construction projects that are scheduled to occur over the next five years at Scott AFB. The full list of
construction projects included as part of the Proposed Action is included in Appendix A and is labeled
Table A-2.

Scott AFB, IL May 2007
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Table 2-2. Representative Construction Projectsl

Project Title Map ID Year Area Constructed
Proposed (ft%)
Construct Child Development Center C3 2008 24,219
Construct SDDC Facility (BRAC project) C31 2008 215,000
}(lié)lr;ss';mct Golf Clubhouse/Realign Course (6 CD26 2010 20,000

"These projects are representative examples and not inclusive of the total list of proposed construction projects included in this
EA as part of the Proposed Action

2.1.4 Infrastructure Projects

Scott AFB proposes seven facility infrastructure projects that would occur over the next five years to
support future mission requirements and to comply with force protection requirements (Appendix A).
Facility infrastructure projects include installation or upgrades to paved roadways, parking lots,
sidewalks, utilities, recreational areas, and fences to improve the Base infrastructure capacity to meet the
demands of the future. The improvements in infrastructure projects would result in approximately
161,182 ft* of new, repaired, and extended sidewalks, roads, parking lots, and sports fields. Table 2-3
identifies projects that are representative of the type of infrastructure projects included as part of the
Proposed Action. These infrastructure projects are listed in this section to provide examples of the type of
infrastructure projects that are scheduled to occur over the next five years at Scott AFB. The full list of
infrastructure projects included as part of the Proposed Action is included in Appendix A and is labeled
Table A-3.

Table 2-3. Representative Infrastructure Projects'

Project Title Map ID Year Proposed Project Size (ft%)
Repair Eastside Drainage 120 2008 70,000
Move Existing Jogging Path Outside of Clear Zone 14 2007 7,185
Renovate the Family Camp Area 114 2009 9,000

Source Scott AFB. SAIC, 2006
'These projects are representative examples and not inclusive of the total list of proposed infrastructure projects included in this EA as part of
the Proposed Action

2.1.5 Summary of Proposed Activities

As a result of the Proposed Action, there would be approximately 793,289 ft* of building footprint
demolished. Over the course of the next five years, there would be approximately 1.2 million ft* of new
facilities developed resulting in an anticipated increase of 870,295 ft* of impervious surface (some of the
facilities would be multiple levels). Additionally, there would be approximately 161,182 ft* of
infrastructure improvements that would result with implementation of the Proposed Action. The majority
of these improvements would not increase impervious surface, but would simply result in short-term
surficial disturbance. Table 2-4 summarizes the anticipated changes.

Table 2-4. Change in Impervious Surface

Project Type Total Square Footage Change in Impervious Surface
Demolition” 990,744 ft* 793,289 ft* decrease
Construction 1,043,712 ft 870,295 ft* increase
Infrastructure 161,182 fi? 61,497 ft* increase

' Change in impervious surface is not necessarily equivalent to the total square footage because some new facilities are multiple levels, and
some projects (infrastructure, in particular) do not increase impervious surface.

?Includes demolitions that are associated with construction projects.

Source: Scott AFB/SAIC, 2006

2.2 Alternatives

During development of the Scott AFB installation development plans and during the project siting phase,
alternative locations for the construction and infrastructure projects were evaluated and the best possible
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solution for project siting was selected based on numerous criteria (such as collocation of like services,
availability of site, etc.). Based on this evaluation, the proposed locations for each of the construction and
infrastructure projects were determined to be optimal (Figure 2-1). With regard to alternatives for the
demolition projects, each of these were also evaluated for potential re-use options and none were
considered suitable for re-use. The Proposed Action and the No-Action alternatives will therefore be
carried forward throughout this document.

Upon completion of the IDEA, any subset of the included projects could be implemented without
affecting other projects. All of the IDEA projects have been evaluated individually and cumulatively in
this EA to determine if the consequences of implementation would cause substantive impacts to the
human and natural environments of Scott AFB and surrounding areas. Subsets of projects, as alternatives
were not carried forward for further independent analysis based on the determination that subsets would
not cause any additional impact beyond that of the Proposed Action.

2.2.1 Alternative 1 — Acquire Additional Land Surrounding Scott AFB

Under this alternative, Scott AFB would acquire land outside its present boundaries to construct facilities
needed for future mission requirements. It is important to note that this alternative could only be
implemented if designated funded military construction projects have been identified at locations off
Scott AFB (AFI 32-9001). Scott AFB is constrained to the east by MidAmerica airport, to the west by
Highway 158 and to the south by Route 161 and the city limits of Mascoutah. Although some
undeveloped land is located north of Scott AFB, between the current Base boundary and Interstate 64, this
area is inside the current Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) and Accident Planning Zone
(APZ) and would therefore be limited in its suitability for development. Further, the Department of
Defense (DoD) discourages installations from acquiring additional land unless mission or consolidation
requirements force the Air Force to expand the Base boundaries. In fact, the DoD is attempting to dispose
of underutilized lands at military installations across the United States. The Proposed Action does not
include the acquisition of land surrounding Scott AFB. For these reasons, this alternative is not
considered viable and is therefore eliminated from further analysis in the IDEA.

2.2.2 Alternative 2 — Lease Additional Facilities in the Surrounding
Community

This alternative consists of leasing office and warehouse space in the surrounding community to house
military personnel and provide space for mission operations. Implementation of this alternative would
result in the separation of various functional groups from the Base and create an insufficient span of
control for the headquarters and command and control functions. The leased facilities would require
additional cost and would be required to meet the DoD force protection and security requirements which
would incur additional costs. In addition, the 2005 BRAC proposal recommended consolidation of
functions onto established federal facilities to provide better security and force protection. Therefore, this
alternative is not considered a viable alternative and is eliminated from further analysis in the IDEA.

2.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the 375 AW would not implement the projects proposed in the
community of wing approved installation development plans. In general, implementation of the No
Action Alternative would require that the 375 AW continue to operate using existing infrastructure under,
in some cases, substandard and inefficient conditions. Under the No Action Alternative, these
deficiencies would impair the 375 AW’s future ability to successfully conduct their mission.

Future land use, as proposed in the Scott AFB General Plan (2004b), would enhance Scott AFB
operations by concentrating similar areas of activities and eliminating underutilized areas. Additionally,
there are operational units that are dispersed throughout different buildings on the installation. Inefficient
work conditions would continue to exist for the 375th Operations Group as this Group is currently located
in 22 different facilities on Base. Current customer service centers are also at separate locations for
military and civilian personnel.
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Numerous existing facilities are too small to support mission requirements. With the No Action
Alternative, overcrowded work conditions would continue to exist at these facilities. Overcrowded work
conditions would slow down productivity and reduce the effectiveness of Base operations.

With the No Action Alternative, some unsafe conditions would continue to exist. Unused buildings
scheduled for demolition would continue to degrade creating unsafe conditions. Building 3190, six holes
of the golf course, and portions of the jogging track would continue to exist within the airfield clear zone.
Dormitory Buildings 1810, 1820, and 1830 would remain non compliant with AT/FP guidelines.

With the No Action Alternative, the east side of the Base and some associated buildings would continue
to flood during periods of heavy rain.

In general, implementation of the No Action Alternative would require that the 375 AW continue to
operate under substandard, inefficient, and in some cases, unsafe conditions. Implementation of the No
Action Alternative would require that the 375 AW continue to operate using existing infrastructure under,
in some cases, substandard and inefficient conditions.

This alternative will be carried forward for analysis as a baseline against which the impacts of the
Proposed Action and alternatives can be evaluated.

2.3 Decision to be Made and Identification of the Preferred Alternative

Upon completion of the EA, Scott AFB would determine whether implementation of the Proposed Action
would result in any significant impacts. If, upon completion of this EA, it is determined that
implementation of the Proposed Action would result in significant impacts, Scott AFB would develop
various mitigation measures to reduce impacts to below the level of significance, initiate the preparation
of an EIS, or abandon the Proposed Action. This EA will also be used to guide Scott AFB in
implementing the Proposed Action in a manner consistent with the USAF standards for environmental
stewardship. The Preferred Alternative for the Proposed Action is set forth in Section 2.1.

Scott AFB, IL May 2007
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3 Affected Environment

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) guidelines, and 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 989, as amended, Section 3 describes
the environmental resources and conditions most likely to be affected by implementation of the Proposed
Action. This section provides information to serve as a baseline for identifying and evaluating
environmental and socioeconomic changes likely to result from implementation of the Proposed Action.
Baseline conditions represent current conditions. The potential environmental impacts of the Proposed
Action and the No Action Alternative on the baseline conditions are described in Section 4.

3.1 Noise
3.1.1 Definition of Resource

Noise is considered to be unwanted sound that interferes with normal activities or otherwise diminishes
the quality of the environment. Stationary sources are normally related to specific land uses, e.g., housing
tracts or industrial plants. Transient noise sources move through the environment, either along relatively
established paths (e.g., highways, railroads, and aircraft flight tracks around airports), or randomly. There
is wide diversity in responses to noise that not only vary according to the type of noise and the
characteristics of the sound source, but also according to the sensitivity and expectations of the receptor,
the time of day, and the distance between the noise source (e.g., an aircraft) and the receptor (e.g., a
person or animal).

The physical characteristics of noise, or sound, include its intensity, frequency, and duration. Sound is
created by acoustic energy, which produces minute pressure waves that travel through a medium, like air,
and are sensed by the ear drum. This action is similar to the ripples in water that would be produced when
a stone is dropped into it. As the acoustic energy increases, the intensity or amplitude of these pressure
waves increase, and the ear senses louder noise. The unit used to measure the intensity of sound is the
decibel (dB). A-weighted sound level measurements (dBA) are used to characterize sound levels that can
be sensed by the human ear. “A-weighted” denotes the adjustment of the frequency content of a noise
event to represent the way in which the average human ear responds to the noise event. The duration of a
noise event, and the number of times noise events occur, are also important considerations in assessing
noise impacts.

As a basis for comparison when noise levels are considered, it is useful to note that at distances of about
three feet, noise from normal human speech ranges from 63 to 65 dB, operating kitchen appliances range
from about 83 to 88 dB, and rock bands approach 110 dB.

The number of times noise events occur during given periods is also an important consideration in
assessing noise impacts. The “cumulative” noise metric supporting the analysis of multiple time-varying
noise events is the day-night average sound level (Ly,).

The Ly, metric sums the individual noise events and averages the resulting level over a specified length of
time. Thus, it is a composite metric which considers the maximum noise levels, the duration of the events,
the number of events that occur, and the time of day during which they occur. This metric adds 10 dB to
those events that occur between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to account for the increased intrusiveness of
noise events that occur at night when ambient noise levels are normally lower than during the day time.
This cumulative metric does not represent the variations in the sound level heard. Nevertheless, it does
provide an excellent measure for comparing environmental noise exposures when there are multiple noise
events to be considered.

3.1.2 Existing Conditions

Public annoyance is the most common concern associated with exposure to elevated noise levels. When
subjected to Lg, levels of 65 dBA, approximately 12 percent of the persons so exposed will be “highly
annoyed” by the noise. At levels below 55 dBA, the percentage of annoyance is significantly lower (less
than 3 percent), and at levels above 70 dBA, it is significantly higher (greater than 25 percent) (Finegold
et al., 1994). Table 3-1 shows the percentage of the population expected to be highly annoyed at a range
of noise levels.
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Table 3-1. Percentage of Population Highly Annoyed By Elevated Noise Levels

Noise Exposure (Lg, in dBA) Percent Highly Annoyed
<65 <12
65-170 12 -21
70 - 175 22 - 36
75 - 80 37-53
80— 85 54-70
> 85 >71

Source: Finegold et al. 1994

Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport are co-located aviation facilities located near Belleville, Illinois.
Scott AFB and its associated runway are situated in the western portion of the complex; MidAmerica
Airport is situated to the east of Scott AFB. Under current conditions, the two facilities support military
and civil aviation activity. Together, the two facilities support approximately 125 daily aviation
operations. Considering all types of flight activities, a scenario representing an “average day’s” operations
was developed. The operations considered included arrivals (landings), departures (takeoffs), and closed
patterns. Noise calculations consider the frequency of flight operations, runway utilization, and the flight

tracks and flight profiles flown by each type of aircraft.

These levels and types of activity are then combined with information on climatology, maintenance
activities, and aircraft flight parameters, and processed through the Air Force’s BASEOPS/NOISEMAP
(Moulton, 1990) computer models to calculate Ly,. Once noise levels are calculated, they are plotted on a
background map in 5-dB increments from 65 dBA to 85 dBA, as applicable. Noise contours associated
with current activities at Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport are shown in Figure 3-1. The land area (in
acres) encompassed by each contour is shown in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2. Land Area Exposed To Indicated Sound Levels

Sound Level (Lgy) Acres of Land *
6570 1736.10
70 — 75 850.09
75— 80 410.52
80 — 85 193.73
> 85 81.26

Note: 1. Land areas exposed to indicated sound levels. Total area exposed to Ly, 65 or greater

is approximately 3,271.7 acres.

Source: Wasmer and Maunsell 2002.
Ground-Based Activity. Some additional noise results from day-to-day activities associated with
operations, maintenance, and the industrial functions associated with the operation of the two airfields.
These noise sources include the operation of ground-support equipment, and other transportation noise
from vehicular traffic. However, this noise is generally localized in industrial areas on or near the airfield,
or on established routes supporting traffic to-and-from the airfield. Noise resulting from aircraft
operations remains the dominant noise source in the airfield region.

3.2 Land Use

3.2.1 Definition of Resource

Land use classifications reflect either natural or human activities occurring at a given location. Land uses
resulting from human activities include residential, commercial, industrial, airfield, recreational,
agricultural, and other types of developed areas. Natural uses include resource production such as
forestry, mining, or agriculture, and resource protection such as conservation areas, wildlands, and parks.
Management plans, policies, and regulations regulate the type and extent of land use allowable in specific
areas and protection specially designated for environmentally sensitive areas. The region of influence
(ROI) for land use for the Proposed Action includes the lands of Scott AFB and the adjacent properties in
St. Clair County.
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3.2.2 Existing Conditions

Scott AFB is 2,848 acres in areal extent and is located in a predominantly agricultural portion of western
Illinois. The Base is located immediately south of Interstate 64 (I-64), near the cities of O’Fallon and
Belleville (Figure 1-1). The Base is adjacent to the MidAmerica Airport. The MidAmerica airport was
built as a cooperative effort with Scott AFB, and has a 10,000-foot runway that serves some military
customers, in addition to functioning as a commercial passenger and cargo airport. Scott AFB and
MidAmerica Airport share runways through a Joint Use Agreement, effectively providing a parallel
runway system.

Facilities and operations are grouped by functional areas and land use categories. The functional land use
categories for Scott AFB include administration, medical, community service, airfield, aircraft operations
and maintenance, community commercial, housing accompanied, housing unaccompanied, maintenance,
open space and outdoor recreation and are depicted in Figure 2-1 (Scott AFB, 2004c¢).

Areas Surrounding Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport/Airport Land Use Planning. Areas surrounding
Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport were historically tall grass prairie. Most of the surrounding suitable
land has been converted to agricultural use for several decades. Agricultural land is interspersed with
wetlands, wooded areas, and small rural communities. Employment opportunities at the Base and in St
Louis have expanded the economic base for these communities, and supported continued growth (Scott
AFB, 2004c).

Most of the land immediately adjacent to the Base and airport is within the County of St. Clair.
Surrounding municipalities include the City of O’Fallon, the Village of Shiloh, and the City of
Mascoutah. The City of O’Fallon has a Comprehensive Plan and growth is being directed toward the
northwest, away from the airport area. The Village of Shiloh, to the west, considers airport activities in its
zoning process. The City of Mascoutah, to the southeast, has incorporated recommended compatible land
use concepts into its zoning. Some residential development, on the north edge of Mascoutah, (south of
MidAmerica Airport) may be a future encroachment concern.

The Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) program has established land use compatibility
guidelines that are similar to those used by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The guidelines
have been used by the County and local jurisdictions in planning and zoning to prevent future
incompatible development around the airport complex. Currently, some existing residential use occurs
within the Base’s Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I and residential and quasi-public use in the APZ II
(Scott AFB, 2004c). Some residences on the northwest side of the airfield complex are exposed to noise
levels above 65 Lg,.

Because of the economic importance of the Base and MidAmerica Airport, St. Clair County, in
cooperation with the Base and surrounding communities, has developed an Airport Environs Overlay
Zone to guide and limit the development of incompatible land uses around the airfield (Scott AFB,
2004c). St. Clair County owns the land immediately north of the airport and the Base. This land serves as
a buffer from future encroachment. The County has actively pursued legislation to enable the County to
acquire land through eminent domain in order to preclude encroachment on airport facilities and uses. St.
Clair County’s Future Land Use Plan for the Scott-Joint Use Area defines compatible uses for lands
outside the airport and the military-owned lands. Table 3-3 provides information on future land use
recommendations. Figure 2-1 depicts future land use for Scott AFB.

Table 3-3. Existing and Recommended Land Uses Surrounding Scott AFB

Orientation from Existing Land Use St. Clair County Future Land
Scott AFB Use Recommendation

North MidAmerica Airport aviation facilities. Maintain aviation use.

South Sparsely populated. Continue rural residential,
City of Mascoutah influences land use patterns recreational, and industrial uses.
south of Scott AFB.

East MidAmerica Airport aviation facilities. Continue commercial highway
Highway related commercial uses within I- land uses for area around
64/1llinois Route 4 interchange. highway interchange.
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Table 3-3. Existing and Recommended Land Uses Surrounding Scott AFB (Cont’d)

Orientation from Existing Land Use St. Clair County Future Land
Scott AFB Use Recommendation
West Agricultural use immediately west of Air Mobility | Implement/allow regional
Drive. commercial land use for the
Further west, a mix of residential and commercial | area along the west side of Air
uses associated with Village of Shiloh. Mobility Drive.

Source: Scott AFB, 2004¢

Future land use at Scott AFB is divided into nine primary land use categories (Figure 2-1). The following
table depicts future land use areas on Scott AFB. The existing development footprint acreage depicted in
the table is defined as the footprint of existing structures, roadways, parking, and airfield pavements and
does not include stand-off areas necessary to comply with AT/FP guidelines.

Table 3-4. Future Land Use Area

Future Use Land Mass | Existing I_Development
(Acres) Footprint (Acres)
Administration, Medical, Community Service 370 240
Airfield 350 170
Aircraft Operations and Maintenance 120 60
Community Commercial 70 40
Housing Accompanied 370 90
Housing Unaccompanied 50 20
Maintenance 210 60
Open Space 1,080 50
Outdoor Recreation 240 30

Source: SAIC, 2006
3.3 Air Quality

3.3.1 Definition of the Resource

Federal Air Quality Standards. Air quality is determined by the type and concentration of pollutants in the
atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and local and regional meteorological influences.
The significance of a pollutant concentration in a region or geographical area is determined by comparing
it to federal and/or state ambient air quality standards. Under the authority of the Clean Air Act (CAA),
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has established nationwide air quality
standards to protect public health and welfare, with an adequate margin of safety.

These federal standards, known as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), represent the
maximum allowable atmospheric concentrations and were developed for six “criteria” pollutants: ozone
(03), nitrogen dioxide (NO;), carbon monoxide (CO), respirable particulate matter less than or equal to
10 micrometers in diameter (PM,(), particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers in diameter
(PM;5), sulfur dioxide (SO,), and lead (Pb). The NAAQS are defined in terms of concentration (e.g.,
parts per million [ppm] or micrograms per cubic meter [pg/m’]) determined over various periods of time
(averaging periods). Short-term standards (1-hour, 8-hour, or 24-hour periods) were established for
pollutants with acute health effects and may not be exceeded more than once a year. Long-term standards
(annual periods) were established for pollutants with chronic health effects and may never be exceeded.

Based on measured ambient criteria pollutant data, the USEPA designates areas of the United States as
having air quality equal to or better than the NAAQS (attainment) or worse than the NAAQS
(nonattainment). Upon achieving attainment, areas are considered to be in maintenance status for a period
of ten or more years. Areas are designated as unclassifiable for a pollutant when there is insufficient
ambient air quality data for the USEPA to form a basis of attainment status. For the purpose of applying air
quality regulations, unclassifiable areas are treated similar to areas that are in attainment of the NAAQS.

Scott AFB, IL May 2007
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State Air Quality Standards. Under the CAA, state and local agencies may establish ambient air quality
standards (AAQS) and regulations of their own, provided that these are at least as stringent as the federal
requirements. The State of Illinois has AAQS that are virtually identical to the federal standards, except
that the new federal PM, 5 and 8-hour O; standards do not have an Illinois equivalent. A summary of the
NAAQS that apply to the proposed project area is presented in Table 3-5. Primary standards, as depicted in
this table, set limits to protect public health, including the health of sensitive populations, such as asthmatics,
children, and the elderly. Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against
decreased visibility, damage to animals, vegetation, and buildings.

Table 3-5. National and Illinois Ambient Air Quality Standards

Averaging NAAQS
Air Pollutant Time Primary Secondary
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8-hour 9 ppm (10 pg/m’) ---

1-hour 35 ppm (40 pg/m’) -
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) AAM 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m’) 0.053 ppm (100 pug/m”)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO») AAM 0.03 ppm (80 pg/m’)

24-hour 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m’)

3-hour 0.5 ppm (1,300 pg/m’)
Particulate Matter (PM;) AAM 50 ug/m3 50 ug/m3

24-hr 150 pg/m’ 150 pg/m’
Particulate Matter (PM,5) | AAM 15 pg/m’ 15 pg/m’

24-hour 65 pg/m’ 65 ng/m’
Ozone (O3) 8-hour 0.08 ppm 0.08 ppm
Lead (Pb) & 3-month 1.5 pg/m’ 1.5 pg/m’
Lead Compounds
Notes: AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean; ppm = parts per million; p1g/m; = micrograms per cubic meter; --- = not applicable.

Source: 40 Code of Federal Regulations 50; IAC, 1992.

State Implementation Plan. For non-attainment regions, the states are required to develop a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) designed to eliminate or reduce the severity and number of NAAQS
violations, with an underlying goal to bring state air quality conditions into (and maintain) compliance
with the NAAQS by specific deadlines. The SIP is the primary means for the implementation,
maintenance, and enforcement of the measures needed to attain and maintain the NAAQS in each state.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). Section 162 of the CAA further established the goal of
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) of air quality in all international parks; national parks which
exceeded 6,000 acres; and national wilderness areas and memorial parks which exceeded 5,000 acres if
these areas were in existence on August 7, 1977. These areas were defined as mandatory Class I areas,
while all other attainment or unclassifiable areas were defined as Class II areas. Under CAA Section 164,
states or tribal nations, in addition to the federal government, have the authority to redesignate certain
areas as (non-mandatory) PSD Class I areas, e.g., a national park or national wilderness area established
after August 7, 1977, which exceeds 10,000 acres. PSD Class I areas are areas where any appreciable
deterioration of air quality is considered significant. Class Il areas are those where moderate, well-
controlled growth could be permitted. Class III areas are those designated by the governor of a state as
requiring less protection than Class II areas. No Class III areas have yet been so designated. The PSD
requirements affect construction of new major stationary sources in the PSD Class I, II, and III areas and
are a pre-construction permitting system.

Visibility. CAA Section 169(a) established the additional goal of prevention of further visibility
impairment in PSD Class I areas. Visibility impairment is defined as a reduction in the visual range and
atmospheric discoloration. Determination of the significance of an activity on visibility in a PSD Class I
area is typically associated with evaluation of stationary source contributions. The USEPA is
implementing a Regional Haze rule for PSD Class I areas that will address contributions from mobile
sources and pollution transported from other states or regions.
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Emission levels are used to qualitatively assess potential impairment to visibility in PSD Class I areas.
Decreased visibility may potentially result from elevated concentrations of PM;, and SO, in the lower
atmosphere.

General Conformity. CAA Section 176(c), General Conformity, established certain statutory
requirements for federal agencies with proposed federal activities to demonstrate conformity of the
proposed activities with each state’s SIP for attainment of the NAAQS. Federal activities must not:

(a) cause or contribute to any new violation;
(b) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation; or

(c) delay timely attainment of any standard, interim emission reductions, or milestones in
conformity to a SIP’s purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of
NAAQS violations or achieving attainment of NAAQS.

General conformity applies only to nonattainment and maintenance areas. If the emissions from a federal
action proposed in a nonattainment area exceed annual thresholds identified in the rule, a conformity
determination is required of that action. The thresholds become more restrictive as the severity of the
nonattainment status of the region increases.

Stationary Source Operating Permits. In Illinois, the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois
EPA), Bureau of Air, identifies air pollution problems, proposes appropriate regulations, conducts
inspections, and reviews permit applications. Title V of the CAA Amendments of 1990 requires states to
issue Federal Operating Permits for major stationary sources. A major stationary source in an attainment
or maintenance area is a facility (i.e., plant, base, or activity) that emits more than 100 tons per year
(TPY) of any one criteria air pollutant, 10 TPY of a hazardous air pollutant (HAP), or 25 TPY of any
combination of HAPs. Thresholds are lower for pollutants for which a region is in nonattainment status.
The purpose of the permitting rule is to establish regulatory control over large, industrial activities and to
monitor their impact upon air quality. Illinois’s Title V program and other air program laws, including
licensing (i.e., permitting) are found in Illinois Administrative Code (IAC) Title 35, Subtitle B.

3.3.2 Existing Conditions

Regional Air Quality. Federal regulations contained in 40 CFR 81 delineate certain air quality control
regions (AQCR), which were originally designated based on population and topographic criteria closely
approximating each air basin. The potential influence of emissions on regional air quality would typically
be confined to the air basin in which the emissions occur. Therefore, the ROI for the proposed action is
the Metropolitan St. Louis Interstate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR 70), which includes Bond,
Clinton, Madison, Monroe, Randolph, St. Clair, and Washington Counties in Illinois and Franklin,
Jefferson, St. Charles, and St. Louis Counties, plus the city of St. Louis in Missouri (40 CFR 81).

Attainment Status. A review of federally published attainment status for Illinois in 40 CFR 81.314
indicated that St. Clair County is designated as attainment (i.e., meeting national standards) for CO, NO,,
SO,, PMyy, and Pb, and nonattainment for the new PM, s and 8-hour O; standards. For O3, the region was
in maintenance status for the old 1-hour standard, having achieved attainment on 13 May 2003. Although
the 1-hour O; standard was revoked on 15 June 2005, certain control measures remain in place until the 8-
hour standard can be fully implemented (Kaleel, 2005). Control measures in the St. Louis metropolitan
area include gasoline vapor recovery systems; controls on industry; centralized inspection of car
emissions; the use of cleaner fuels throughout the region; and a range of transportation control measures:
traffic flow improvement projects, intelligent transportation system, and regional ridesharing program
(EWGCOQG, 2005).

PSD Class | Areas. The nearest PSD Class I area is the Mingo National Wildlife Refuge, which is located
in southeast Missouri near the town of Puxico, along the Mississippi River, 107 miles south of St. Clair
County. Sensitive air quality related values (AQRVs) in the bottomland hardwood swamp, which is
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, include vegetation, wildlife, soils, water quality,
visibility, odor, and cultural and archaeological resources (NPS, 2005). Additional PSD Class I areas in
the region are the Hercules-Glade Wilderness, 210 miles to the southwest; the Upper Buffalo Wilderness,
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216 miles to the south-southwest, and Mammoth Cave National Park, 222 miles east of St. Clair County.

Climate. Both the warm moist air from the Gulf of Mexico and the cold air masses that originate in
Canada affect the climate in southern Illinois, including St. Clair County and the St. Louis metropolitan
area. Summers are warm and humid, with temperatures of 90°F or higher occurring 35-40 days per year
(with at most five days of 100°F or more per year). Winter temperatures drop below 0°F only two or three
days per year with temperatures below freezing occurring approximately 25 days per year. Snowfall
averages 18 inches per winter. Normal precipitation is approximately 34 inches per year. Winter months
are the driest, with March through May being the wettest months of the year. Thunderstorms occur 40-50
days per year, with a few each year producing large hail and damaging winds. Average winds in St. Clair
County average 10-12 miles per hour from the west-northwest during the months of November through
April, and 7-9 miles per hour from the south during May through October (NOAA, 1998; NWS, 2005).

Current Emissions. Air emissions at Scott AFB include those from stationary and mobile sources. The
stationary sources include combustion sources, fuel storage and transfer; and operational sources. The
mobile sources include vehicles and aircraft operations. Baseline emissions for the Base are presented in
Table 3-6. In this table, nitrogen oxides (NO,) includes NO, and other nitrogen compounds; and sulfur
oxides (SOy) includes SO, and other sulfur compounds. Because volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and
NOy are precursors to the formation of O; in the atmosphere, control of these pollutants is the primary
method of reducing Os concentrations in the atmosphere. PM,, includes PM, s and may be used as an
upper limit for PM,s emissions. Scott AFB is a minor source of air pollution, with a Federally
Enforceable State Operating Permit maintaining its potential emissions from stationary sources below
major source levels. The permit covers five jet fuel storage tanks equipped with internal floating roofs, a
diesel emergency power generator and natural gas-fired equipment, a jet engine test cell, 11 gasoline
storage tanks, one ethylene glycol storage tank, an indoor shooting range controlled by a bag house, and
one sulfur dioxide generator.

Table 3-6. Baseline Emissions at Scott AFB, Calendar Year 2004

Annual Emissions (tons per year)
CO | VOC | NOy | SO4 | PMy

Abrasive blasting - - - - <1
Aerospace ground equipment 2 <1 5 <1 <1
Aircraft operations 411 240 54 16 34
Asphalt paving operations - 2 - - -
Degreasing - <1 - - -
External combustion 7 <1 8 <1 1
Fire training <1 <1 <1 - <1
Fuel cell maintenance - <1 - - -
Fuels dispensing/loading - 29 - - -
Internal combustion 3 1 13 <1 <1
Jet engine testing <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Landfill <1 - - - -
Munitions and firearms <1 - - - -
Paint gun cleaning - <1 - - -
Storage tanks - 8 - - -
Surface coating - <1 - - <1
Vehicle emissions 116 10 15 1 1
Woodworking - - - - <1
Wet cooling towers - - - - <1
TOTAL 539 291 96 17 35

- =not applicable
Source: CH2M Hill, 2005

Regional Air Emissions. The previous section lists on-base emissions for Scott Air Force Base in St.
Clair County, Illinois. The NEPA process, however, must also consider impacts from indirect emissions
from stationary and mobile sources related to the project, some of which (for example, commuting of new
employees to and from the facility) occur outside of the installation. For comparison purposes, Table 3-7
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lists county-wide emissions for St. Clair County, Illinois, and for AQCR 70 (which includes St. Clair
County), as compiled by the USEPA in its National Emissions Inventory (NEI), which was last updated
in 2002 (USEPA, 2006). The 2002 NEI contains estimates of annual emissions for stationary and mobile
sources of air pollutants in each country, on an annual basis.

Table 3-7. Air Emissions Inventory St. Clair County, Illinois, and AQCR 70 Calendar Year 2002

Pollutants (In Tons per Year)

CO VOC NOx SO, PMy,
St. Clair County, IL
Stationary Sources 2,806 6,064 1,079 1,619 9,771
Mobile Sources 59,003 4,136 8,523 518 343
AQCR 70
Stationary Sources 55,057 71,203 81,582 190,037 154,627
Mobile Sources 783,679 60,718 117,454 6,879 4,169

Source: USEPA, 2006

3.4 Safety

3.4.1 Definition of the Resource

A safe environment is one in which there is no, or an optimally reduced, potential for death, serious
bodily injury or illness, or property damage. Potential safety issues at Scott AFB include ground and
AT/FP, explosive, flight, and construction and demolition jobsite safety. Ground safety considerations
include issues associated with human activities and operations and maintenance activities that support
unit operations. A specific aspect of ground safety includes AT/FP considerations. Explosive safety
addresses the management and use of ordnance or munitions associated with installation operations and
training activities. Flight safety considerations include aircraft flight risks such as aircraft accidents.
Construction and demolition jobsite safety considerations include the prevention of mishaps related to
construction and demolition projects. Worker exposure to toxic substances, contaminated materials and
soils is another safety issue that is taken into consideration and is discussed in more detail in Section
3.4.2.

Construction and demolition jobsite safety is largely a matter of adherence to regulatory requirements
imposed for the benefit of employees and the implementation of operational practices that reduce risks of
illness, injury, death, and property damage. The health and safety of onsite military and civilian workers
are safeguarded by numerous Department of Defense (DoD) and United States Air Force (USAF)
regulations designed to comply with standards issued by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). These
standards specify the amount and type of training required for industrial workers, the use of protective
equipment and clothing, engineering controls, and maximum exposure limits for workplace stressors. In
addition to the standard government safety requirements, specific health and safety issues are controlled
for each project by a specific Health and Safety Work Plan as prepared by the responsible contractor.

Safety and accident hazards can often be identified and reduced or eliminated. Necessary elements for an
accident-prone situation or environment include the presence of the hazard with the exposed (and possibly
susceptible) population. The degree of exposure depends primarily on the proximity of the hazard to the
population. Activities that can be hazardous include transportation, maintenance and repair activities, and
the creation of highly noisy environments. The proper operation, maintenance, and repair of vehicles and
equipment carry important safety implications. Any facility or human-use area with potential explosive or
other rapid oxidation process creates potentially unsafe environments for nearby populations. Extremely
noisy environments can also mask verbal or mechanical warning signals such as sirens, bells, or horns.

3.4.2 Existing Conditions

Day-to-day ground operations and maintenance activities conducted at Scott AFB are performed in
accordance with USAF safety regulations, published USAF Technical Orders, and standards prescribed
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by USAF Occupational Safety and Health requirements.

Additionally, the DoD and the USAF have developed a series of AT/FP guidelines for military
installations as a result of terrorist activities. These guidelines address a range of considerations that
include access to the installation, access to facilities on the installation, facility siting, exterior design,
interior infrastructure design, and landscaping (Unified Facilities Criteria 2003; USAF, No Date). The
intent of this siting and design guidance is to improve security, minimize fatalities, and limit damage to
facilities in the event of a terrorist attack. Many military installations such as Scott AFB were developed
before such considerations became a critical concern. Thus, under the current conditions, some facilities
do not comply with all AT/FP standards and require specific waivers.

Scott AFB has several restricted use areas for the storage and handling of explosive materials. Air Force
Manual 91-201, Explosives Safety Standards, defines distances to be maintained between explosive
storage areas and other types of facilities. These distances are known as quantity-distance (QD) arcs and
the size of the QD arc is dependent on the type and quantity of explosive materials that are being stored.
Scott AFB has three primary QD arcs (Figure 3-3). The largest QD arc has a 1,250-foot restricted area
and is associated with the flight line hot cargo pad (Scott AFB, 2004c). Development or construction is
prohibited within QD arcs to maintain personnel safety and minimize damage potential to other facilities.

Scott AFB has several operational constraints associated with the airfield and safety for the Base and
adjacent communities. The areas of concern would be the airfield clear zones and accident potential zones
(APZ) (Figure 3-3). Permissible uses, structure heights, and the construction material in these areas are
specifically prescribed in order to protect both the safety of the aircrews and the safety of persons and
property on the surface. The Scott AFB General Plan (2004c) identifies 15 airfield clearance violations
that have been granted waivers or are pending waivers. The General Plan also describes eight other
clearance violations for which permanent exemptions have been granted.

Bird-aircraft strikes constitute a safety concern because of the potential for damage to aircraft or injury to
aircrews or local populations if an aircraft crash should occur in a populated area. Over 94 percent of
reported bird strikes occur below 3,000 feet above ground level. Approximately 50 percent of bird strikes
happen in the airport environment. Migratory waterfowl (e.g., ducks, geese, and swans) are the most
hazardous birds to low-flying aircraft because of their size and their propensity for migrating in large
flocks at a variety of elevations and times of day. The potential for bird-aircraft strikes is greatest in areas
used for migration corridors (flyway) or where birds congregate for foraging or resting (e.g., open water
bodies, rivers, and wetlands). A wildlife strike hazard exists at Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport as the
facilities are located close to the Mississippi flyway and are surrounded by suitable avian habitat. The
“Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport Joint Use Plan 91-202 Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Plan” (Scott
AFB, 20051) provides guidance to minimize bird-aircraft strikes.

Construction and demolition jobsite safety and the prevention of accidents is an ongoing activity for any
USAF jobsite. All contractors performing construction activities are responsible for complying with
USAF safety and OSHA regulations, and are required to conduct construction activities in a manner that
does not pose any undue risk to workers or personnel. Industrial hygiene programs address exposure to
hazardous materials, use of personal protective equipment, and use and availability or Material Safety
Data Sheets. Industrial hygiene is the responsibility of contractors, as applicable. Contractor
responsibilities are to review potentially hazardous workplaces; to monitor exposure to workplace
chemical (e.g., asbestos, lead, hazardous material), physical (e.g., noise propagation), and biological (e.g.,
infectious waste) agents; to recommend and evaluate controls (e.g., ventilation, respirators); to ensure
personnel are properly protected or unexposed; and to ensure a medical surveillance program is in place
to perform occupational health physicals for those workers subject to any accidental chemical exposures
or engaged in hazardous waste work.
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3.5 Geologic Resources

3.5.1 Definition of the Resource
Geologic resources include geology, soils, and topography.

Geology. Geologic resources of an area typically consist of surface and subsurface materials and their
inherent properties.

Soils. The term “soils” refers to unconsolidated materials formed from the underlying bedrock or other
parent material. Soils play a critical role in both the natural and human environment. Soil drainage,
texture, strength, shrink/swell potential, and erodibility all determine the suitability of the ground to
support man-made structures and facilities.

Topography. Topography refers to an area’s surface features including its vertical relief. These resources
may have scientific, historical, economic, and recreational value.

3.5.2 Existing Conditions

Geology. The geologic units of St. Clair County include Paleozoic sedimentary rocks and Cenozoic
unconsolidated materials. Pennsylvanian Age bedrock lies approximately 85 feet below the surface and
includes layers of shale, siltstone, sandstone, limestone, claystone, and coal. The Pennsylvanian strata are
approximately 265 feet thick. Water-yielding Chesterian Series sandstones lie beneath the Pennsylvanian
strata. Wells in these sandstones yield 20 to 50 gallons per minute (Scott AFB, 2003).

The Herron No. 6 coal bed, with an average thickness of six to seven feet, lies 90 to 200 feet below the
surface of Scott AFB and extends out several miles to the west and south. Abandoned subsurface mines
are located about one mile southwest of the Scott AFB runway and about two miles northwest of the
Base. Scott AFB lies within Seismic Zone IX, which contains the New Madrid Fault Zone, that extends
from Cairo, Illinois, on the Ohio River southward through New Madrid, Missouri. The New Madrid Fault
Zone is the most active seismic area east of the Rocky Mountains, with almost weekly tremors and on
rare occasions, small earthquakes measuring 3.0 to 4.0 or more on the Richter scale. The last major
earthquake along this fault was in 1812 and had an estimated magnitude of 8.0 on the Richter scale
(United States Geological Survey, 2006).

Glacial and alluvial deposits ranging in thickness from 50 feet to 125 feet dominate surficial geology at
the Base. The Base lies on the Springfield Plain subdivision of the Till Plains section of the Central
Lowlands Physiographic Province and is located on the west end of the Silver Creek Valley Basin (Scott
AFB, 2003).

Soils. The predominant soil types at Scott AFB are silt loam and silty clay loam occurring to a depth of 16
inches. They have a moderately high water holding capacity, moderate to high shrink to swell ratio,
moderate to high corrosive potential. The topsoil is moderately permeable. These soils are fertile and
productive because of their development from tall prairie grass and mixed hardwood forest. The pH varies
from 5 to 7.3, requiring occasional lime and fertilizers in accordance with soil tests for agricultural
production. Due to the nearly level topography, native soils have undergone only slight alteration due to
grading, fill or excavation with construction and development in and around Scott AFB (Scott AFB,
2003).

Scott AFB is located upon two soil associations - the Herrick-Virden Association, and the Wakeland-
Bonnie Association. A soil association is a landscape that has a distinctive pattern of soils in defined
proportions. Each soil association is comprised from more than one kind of "soil type". A soil type is the
smallest mapped soil unit. Each soil association has different land management implications. Also,
different soil types have different management prescriptions. Soils types occurring in the two associations
also occur in other soil associations, but in different combinations.

Topography. Scott AFB is located on the west end of the Silver Creek Valley Basin, which is generally
characterized by flat to gently rolling hills. The Base land surface is generally flat. The maximum surface
elevation at the Base is 510 feet above mean sea level (MSL) at a till ridge north of the Base golf course.
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The lowest surface elevation is approximately 420 feet above MSL along the eastern boundary of the
Base within the Silver Creek floodplain. The elevation of Silver Creek east of the Base is about 405 feet
MSL (Scott AFB, 2003).

3.6 Water Resources

3.6.1 Definition of the Resource
Water resources analyzed in this EA include surface water, groundwater, and floodplains.

Groundwater. Groundwater includes the subsurface hydrologic resources of the physical environment
and is an essential resource. Groundwater properties are often described in terms of depth to aquifer or
water table, water quality, and surrounding geologic composition.

Surface Water. Surface water resources include lakes, rivers, and streams and are important for a variety
of reasons, including economic, ecological, recreational, human health, and storm water management.

Floodplains. Floodplains are defined by Executive Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain Management, as “the
lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters including flood-prone areas of
offshore islands, including at a minimum, the area subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding
in any given year” (that area inundated by a 100-year flood). Floodplain values include natural
moderation of floods, water quality maintenance, groundwater recharge, as well as habitat for many plant
and animal species.

3.6.2 Existing Conditions

Groundwater. Scott AFB lies in an area of western Illinois that lacks aquifers of regional significance.
Scott AFB and surrounding communities purchase water supplies from the Illinois American Water
Company municipal water distribution system, which obtains its water supply from the Mississippi River.
No drinking water wells are known to be in use at the Base. However, domestic and agricultural users
within about ten miles of the Base obtain a limited amount of water from shallow aquifers.

The significant hydrogeologic units present in the area include alluvium containing sand and gravel
lenses, sand and gravel layers within the glacial deposits, and sandstone or other permeable strata within
the bedrock. Water quality varies greatly, with water from the surficial deposits usually of slightly better
quality than water from the bedrock units. Precipitation is the primary source of groundwater recharge in
the area (Scott AFB, 2004c).

The shallow groundwater at Scott AFB is classified by the IEPA as Class 1 Groundwater [i.e.,
groundwater that meets the Class I potable resource groundwater criteria set forth in the board regulations
adopted pursuant to the Illinois Groundwater Protection Act (415 ILCS 5/57.2)].

Surface Water. The ROI is located in the Lower Kaskaskia Watershed, which drains approximately
1,060,900 acres (NRCS, 2004). Silver Creek, a tributary of the Kaskaskia River (which is a tributary of
the Mississippi River), is located on the east side of Scott AFB. It drains approximately 60 percent of
surface runoff from the Base (Scott AFB, 2003; Scott AFB, 2004c¢). The Illinois EPA rates water quality
in Silver Creek as “fair” in the vicinity of Scott AFB. Nutrients and siltation from agricultural operations
are the primary non-point sources of water pollution into Silver Creek (Scott AFB, 2003). Ash Creek
drains the remainder of Scott AFB.

Surface water features on Scott AFB include North Ditch, South Ditch, Cardinal Creek and Mosquito
Creek, all of which are tributaries of Silver Creek, as well as Scott Lake, Cardinal Lake, and the Base golf
course ponds (Scott AFB, 2004c).

A substantial percentage of land use at Scott AFB consists of surfaces that are impervious to water
infiltration, such as asphalt, concrete, or buildings/facilities. Drainage from these areas is directed by
surface topography and perimeter curbing to enclosed storm sewers and open channels (Scott AFB,
2004a).
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Storm water runoff is permitted under an industrial storm water permit issued to Scott AFB by the Illinois
EPA. Runoff is managed in accordance with the Scott AFB Final Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), which is a requirement of the permit (Scott AFB, 2004a). The 375" Airlift Wing (375 AW)
SWPPP is an engineering and management strategy prepared specifically for the 375 AW to improve the
quality of the storm water runoff and thereby improve the quality of the receiving waters. The SWPPP also
works to minimize storm water runoff thereby enhancing infiltration and subsequent ground water recharge.
This plan ensures implementation of best management practices (BMPs) and delineates monitoring, training,
and documentation requirements of the 375 AW’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System storm
water permit. The plan includes notification, permit application, and erosion control requirements for any
construction activity that will cause a disturbance through clearing, grading, or excavating greater than one
acre at the installation.

Floodplains.  According to the Scott AFB Final Floodplain Survey (2005b) and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (2003), portions of the 100-year and 500-year
floodplain associated with Silver Creek and Cardinal Creek are located within the Base boundaries (Scott
AFB, 2005; FEMA, 2003). The 100-year and 500-year floodplains associated with Cardinal Creek are
located in the northern portion of the installation, while a small portion of the 100-year and 500-year
floodplains associated with Silver Creek are located in the eastern portion of the installation (Figure 3-3).

3.7 Biological Resources

3.7.1 Definition of the Resource

Biological resources include native or naturalized plants and animals, and the habitats such as wetlands,
forests, and grasslands, in which they exist. Sensitive and protected biological resources include plant and
animal species that are federally (United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]) or state (Illinois)
listed for protection. Determining which species occur in an area affected by an action may be
accomplished through literature reviews and coordination with appropriate federal and state regulatory
agency representatives, resource managers, and other knowledgeable experts.

Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 United States Code [USC] 1536), an “endangered species”
is defined as any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A
“threatened species” is defined as any species likely to become an endangered species in the foreseeable
future. The USFWS also maintains a list of species considered to be candidates for possible listing under
the ESA. Although candidate species receive no statutory protection under the ESA, the USFWS has
attempted to advise government agencies, industries, and the public that these species are at risk and may
warrant future protection under the ESA.

The Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) oversees the protection and management of state-
protected species under the Illinois Endangered Species Protection Act (520 Illinois Compiled Statutes
10/1-11). Under this Act, the Endangered Species Protection Board determines those species to be state-
listed as endangered or threatened for Illinois.

Biological resources also include wetlands. Wetlands are an important natural system with diverse
biological and hydrological functions. These functions include water quality improvement, groundwater
recharge and discharge, pollution mitigation, nutrient recycling, unique plant and wildlife habitat
provision, storm water attenuation and storage, sediment detention, and erosion protection. Wetlands are
protected as a subset of the “waters of the U.S.” under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and
incorporate deep-water aquatic habitats and special aquatic habitats (including wetlands). The United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) defines wetlands as “those areas that are inundated or
saturated with ground or surface water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil
conditions”(33 CFR Part 338).
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3.7.2 Existing Conditions

Vegetation. Scott AFB is situated within the Springfield Plain subdivision of the Till Plains section of the
Central Lowlands Physiographic Province and is located on the west end of the Silver Creek Valley basin,
an area characterized by flat to gently rolling hills (Scott AFB, 2004c). The Base land surface is generally
level. Natural vegetative communities within the Base have been largely modified by past Base
operations (USAF, 1991). Land use around the Base is mainly agricultural with natural vegetation
between fields, along roads and streams, and near residences.

Vegetation on Scott AFB has been characterized into four different community types: Urban Upland,
Upland Forest, Non-forested Upland, and Riparian Forest (Scott AFB, 2005d).

The Urban Upland community covers approximately 80 percent of Scott AFB and typically consists of
manicured lawns and associated landscaping and trees planted along streets. Other areas included in this
community type are the east portion of the Base, the golf course, the driving range, the unpaved areas of
the airfield, and the former Cardinal Creek housing area located east of the golf course (Scott AFB,
20054d).

The Upland Forest community is dominated by upland trees such as white oak (Quercus alba), northern
red oak (Quercus rubra), sassafras (Sassafras albidum), black walnut (Juglans nigra), hickories (Carya
spp.), black cherry (Prunus serotina), and hackberry (Celtis occidentalis). Various species of pine (Pinus
spp.) trees have also been planted in these areas. Amur honeysuckle (Lonicera maackii) is established in
the Upland Forest and is a prominent component of the understory. Nearly all of the upland forested areas
occur between the Silver Creek floodplain and the Family Camp area which is located in the northeast
portion of Scott AFB. Other fragments of this community occur as narrow strips along steep fill slopes
adjacent to the floodplain (Scott AFB, 2005d).

The Nonforested Upland community is dominated by grass species such as fescue (Festuca spp.) and
bluegrass (Poa pratensis) and typical open-field vegetation such as goldenrod (Solidago sp.) with some
invasion of smaller trees and shrubs in areas that are not maintained by mowing. The Nonforested Upland
areas are found around the Family Camp area, various locations around Scott Lake, an area at the
southern end of the airfield, and one other area in the southern portion of the Base around the former
landfill (Scott AFB, 2005d).

The Riparian Forest community contains vegetative species common to wetlands, including ash (Fraxinus
sp.), elm (Ulmus sp.), cottonwood (Populus deltoides), pin oak (Quercus palustris), and silver maple
(Acer saccharinum). Two species, the hackberry and the shagbark hickory (Carya ovata) tend to
differentiate the poorly drained riparian forest areas from the poorly drained wetlands. The Riparian
Forest has a canopy that is approximately 30 to 40 percent open. The understory of the Riparian Forest is
relatively sparse; however, stinging nettle and white heath aster dominate a dense herbaceous layer in this
community. The Riparian Forest areas are located throughout the floodplain of Silver Creek and portions
of this area have been classified as jurisdictional wetlands (Scott AFB, 2005d). A botanical survey
conducted in September 2001 on the Riparian Forest area noted that portions of this area were of high
quality and “Regionally Significant” because of the presence of sizable acreage of very good quality
floodplain forest along Silver Creek (USACE, 2002).

Much of the Riparian Forest area was previously managed by the installation as commercial forest. Three
clear-cut timber sales were completed during the 1980s and 1990s as part of the Forest Management Plan
(Scott AFB, 2005¢).

Wildlife. This section focuses on terrestrial and aquatic wildlife living in a natural, undomesticated
setting. Wildlife species found at Scott AFB are generally limited to species that have adapted to
existence in a developed, semi-urban, and industrial setting.

Mammal species that may occur in the area include Eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), woodchuck
(Marmota monax), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), fox squirrels (Sciurus niger), white tailed
deer (Odocoileus virginianus), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), American beaver (Castor
canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and coyote (Canis latrans).

Of the 83 bird species detected during a 2001 study, the most common species observed were the
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common grackle (Quiscalus quiscula), downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), wood duck (Aix
sponsa), red-bellied woodpecker (Melanerpes carolinus) and white breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis).
During migratory periods of this study, the indigo bunting (Passerina cyanea), blue-gray gnatcatcher
(Polioptila caerulea) and the prothonotary warbler (Protonotaria citrea) were the most common species
(USACE, 2002).

Largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), and crappie (Pomoxis spp.)
are the primary freshwater fish located in Scott AFB lakes. Both Cardinal Lake and Scott Lake are
actively managed for recreational fishing. Other species located in the lakes includes common snapping
turtle (Chelydra serpentine), painted turtle (Chrysemys picta), and northern water snake (Natrix sipedon).

Threatened and Endangered Species. A review of the Illinois Natural Heritage Database by IDNR
indicated that as of August 21, 2006, there were no threatened or endangered species located near the
Base or within the immediate vicinity (ECOCAT, 2006). The Illinois Natural Heritage Society database
does not provide a conclusive statement on the presence, absence, or condition of a listed species and
does not preclude the need for field surveys. Rather, the information contained in the database is based
only on the best available information at the time the database was provided. Additionally, a population
record for birds typically indicates a site of known breeding or nesting because birds can occur
incidentally at many sites during migration (Scott AFB, 2005d).

Table 3-8 lists special status species that are known to occur in St. Clair County and that could potentially
occur on or near Scott AFB. No designated critical habitat is located on or near Scott AFB. It is the policy
of the USAF to treat any state-listed species with the same protection afforded to the federally-listed
species whenever practicable (Air Force Instruction [AFI] 32-7064). Although not required by the federal
ESA, the USAF will provide similar conservation measures for species protected by Illinois state law,
when such protection is not in direct conflict with the military mission.

Only one federally-protected species has been documented on Scott AFB. In 2001, a mist net survey
captured a single female Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) along Silver Creek (USACE, 2002). The floodplain
forest along Silver Creek does provide suitable foraging habitat for the species. Large snags with
exfoliating bark and cavities could provide suitable roosting or possibly maternal colony sites. Larger
trees exhibiting exfoliating bark could become more suitable as roost trees over time. The USFWS
recommended future studies of the Indiana bat at Scott AFB to focus on locating maternity colonies,
estimating colony size, identifying primary and alternate roost trees, and determining the Indiana bat’s use
of Silver Creek and surrounding Scott AFB drainages (Scott AFB, 2005d). These studies are anticipated
to be completed in late 2007 or early 2008.

Table 3-8. Threatened and Endangered Species Documented or Likely to Occur in St. Clair
County, with Assessment of Potential for Occurrence on the Installation

Common Name | Scientific Name |Status| Potential for Occurrence
MAMMALS
Indiana bat Myotis sodalis FE Possible. One individual was captured in a 2001 survey. Additional
surveys anticipated for Fiscal Year (FY) 07 or FYO08.
REPTILES
Eastern Sistrurus catenatus FC Low. Unlikely that this species would occur in the fragmented habitat
massasauga catenatus at Scott AFB.
PLANTS
Decurrent false Boltonia decurrens FT Low. Not known from project area. Occurs on sunlit floodplains and
aster open wetlands. Very limited habitat on Base.
- ST Low. Not known from project area. Occurs on dry mesic savannas,
Buffalo clover Trifolium reflexum flatwoods, and prairies.p SuJitable habitat could e):iyst.
. - - SE Low. Not known from project area. Occurs in bottomland forests.
Green trillium Trillium viride . . :
Suitable habitat could exist.
BIRDS
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus | FT Low. No open water in the project area. Poor suitable habitat.
Short-eared owl | Asio flammeus SE Low. No known nests or sightings in project area. Ground nester
prefers meadows, open fields, and prairies.
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Table 3-8. Threatened and Endangered Species Documented or Likely to Occur in St. Clair
County, with Assessment of Potential for Occurrence on the Installation (Cont’d)

Common Name Scientific Name Status Potential for Occurrence
Loggerhead . - ST Low. Not known from project area. Prefer open areas with windrows
- Lanius ludovicianus
shrike of trees and brush.
SE Possible. Sighted during the 2001 bird survey, 2004 habitat survey,

Little blue heron | Egretta caerulea and 2005 wetland delineation activities. Breeding potential of this
species at Scott AFB is unknown.

SE Possible. Sighted during the 2001 bird survey, 2004 habitat survey,
Snowy egret Egretta thula and 2005 wetland delineation activities. Breeding potential of this
species at Scott AFB is unknown.

FE = Federal Endangered, FT = Federal Threatened, FC= Federal Candidate, SE = State Endangered, ST = State Threatened
Sources: IDNR, 2004; USFWS Correspondence August 4, 2006, ECOCAT, 2006.

No studies have found the federal candidate species, the eastern massassauga (Sistrurus catenatus
catenatus) at the Base. Although potential habitat for the eastern massassauga was found on Scott AFB,
this habitat is fragmented; therefore, the eastern massasauga would not likely be able to exist on the Base
(Scott AFB, 2005d).

Suitable habitat for the federal-listed decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens) is limited on Base. In
[llinois, known populations of the decurrent false aster occur along the Illinois River. Suitable habitat for
the state-listed species, buffalo clover (Trifolium reflexum) and green trillium (Trillium viride), could
exist within the floodplain forests (Riparian Forest community) on Base. However, several vegetative
surveys have been conducted over the past ten years and no listed plant species have been observed (Scott
AFB, 2005d).

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is typically attracted to large, open water bodies which are
lacking on Scott AFB. As suitable habitat for the federal-listed bald eagle does not exist on or adjacent to
the Base, any observed bald eagle occurrences would likely be those of a transient.

Suitable habitat for the state-listed species, short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) and loggerhead shrike
(Lanius ludovicianus), does exist on the Base; however, neither species have been recorded at or near the
Base. One little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) and one snowy egret (Egretta thula) were observed at Scott
and Cardinal Lakes during the 2001 bird surveys (USACE, 2002). Both are state-listed species. One little
blue heron and one snowy egret were also observed during the July 2004 habitat surveys at Scott Lake
and the deep water swamp south of the MidAmerica Airport taxiway (Scott AFB, 2005d). Both species
were observed again during the wetland delineation activities (Scott AFB, 2005c). As nesting and
breeding potential could not be determined by these surveys, a breeding bird survey has been
recommended. No other state-listed bird species have been observed on Base (Scott AFB, 2005d).

Wetlands and Other Aquatic Habitat. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) established a program
to regulate the discharge of dredge and fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Activities
in waters of the U.S. that are regulated under this program include fills for development, water resource
projects (such as dams and levees), infrastructure development (such as highways and airports), and
conversion of wetlands to uplands for farming and forestry. Executive Order 11990, Protection of
Wetlands, requires federal agencies, including the USAF, to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation
of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.

In July 2004, in coordination with the St. Louis District USACE, the 375" Civil Engineering Squadron
Environmental Management Flight (375 CES/CEV) conducted a formal wetland delineation of all areas
on Scott AFB. Twenty-four wetlands were observed and delineated during the 2004 field activities
(Figure 3-3). The majority of these wetlands were palustrine forested wetlands (PFO), located within the
forested floodplain of Silver Creek. The largest PFO wetland consisted of 147.5 contiguous acres and is
located south of Taxiway G and east of Silver Creek.

Additional wetlands observed included isolated palustrine emergent (i.e., marshes) areas in various
developed and undeveloped areas of the Base. The USACE determined that man-made surface waters
such as Scott Lake, Cardinal Lake, irrigation ponds, and golf course ponds that were constructed in
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mapped upland soils should be considered nonjurisdictional waters. Additionally, isolated wetlands would
also be considered nonjurisdictional. This designation extends to nearly all of the waters and wetlands not
located within the Silver Creek floodplain, except the pond and wetlands along both sides of Golf Course
Road in front of the clubhouse (Scott AFB, 2005c).

Approximately 236 acres of floodplains adjacent to Silver Creek consist of interspersed wetland and
nonwetland areas. Because of the complexity of interspersion, this area was classified as a wetland
complex that is frequently flooded. A separate jurisdictional wetland delineation and USACE concurrence
would be necessary should any future projects occur within this complex.

Essentially every stream on Scott AFB has been channelized. The USACE indicated that these channels
would be considered waters of the U.S. if historical stream flow could be identified on historical aerial
photography. An evaluation of historical aerial photographs determined that all swales and streams would
meet the jurisdictional criteria with the exception of one man-made swale located south of MidAmerica
Airport Taxiway within the flight line (Scott AFB, 2005¢).

3.8 Cultural Resources

3.8.1 Definition of the Resource

Cultural resources are historic districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects considered important to a
culture, subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other purposes. They include
archaeological resources, historic architectural/engineering resources, and traditional resources. Cultural
resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are called historic
properties. Historic properties are evaluated for potential adverse impacts from an action. In addition,
some cultural resources such as American Indian sacred sites or traditional resources may not be historic
properties but they are also evaluated under NEPA for potential adverse effects resulting from an action.
These resources are identified through consultation with appropriate American Indian or other interested
groups. In 1999, the DoD promulgated its American Indian and Alaska Native Policy emphasizing the
importance of respecting and consulting with tribal governments on a government-to-government basis.
The Policy requires an assessment, through consultation, of the effects of proposed DoD actions that may
have the potential to significantly affect protected tribal resources, tribal rights, and Indian lands before
decisions are made by the armed services.

The ROI for cultural resources is the area within Scott AFB which the Proposed Action has the potential
to affect existing or potentially occurring archaeological, architectural, or traditional cultural resources.
The ROI is defined as each project’s footprint, including any areas that could be used temporarily for
staging or other project-related activities.

3.8.2 Existing Conditions

Archaeological Resources. Cultural resource management formally began at Scott AFB in 1975, but it
was not until 1986 that a cultural resources program was established. Since that time, numerous cultural
resources surveys have been performed as well as test excavations at five historic archaeological sites.
These efforts have identified 12 archaeological sites and two historic cemeteries. All of the sites are
considered historic, although Native American artifacts are represented at only two of the sites. Only one
of the 12 sites was evaluated as NRHP-eligible; following the required impact mitigation, it was
destroyed through construction. As a result, there are no known NRHP-eligible archacological resources
at Scott AFB. Most of the Base has been surveyed or is known to be heavily disturbed through the
construction and demolition efforts related to the growth period during and after World War II.

Traditional, Cultural, or Religious Significance to Native American Tribes. Cultural resources such as
American Indian sacred sites or other traditional resources may not be historic properties but they are also
evaluated under NEPA for potential adverse effects from an action. These resources are identified through
consultation with appropriate American Indian or other interested groups. In 1999, the DoD promulgated
its American Indian and Alaska Native Policy emphasizing the importance of respecting and consulting
with tribal governments on a government-to-government basis. The Policy requires an assessment,
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through consultation, of the effects of proposed DoD actions that may have the potential to significantly
affect protected tribal resources, tribal rights, and Indian lands before decisions are made by the armed
services.

No traditional resources or Native American issues have been identified at Scott AFB (Scott AFB,
2003a). Although there are no reservations in the State of Illinois, the Kaskaskia and the Kickapoo tribes
have judicially established lands near Scott AFB.

Architectural Resources. Scott AFB is home to the Scott Field National Historic District (Figure 2-2)
that is made up of 104 contributing historic buildings and structures. The buildings and structures were
inventoried and evaluated in 1992 by Thomason and Associates of Nashville, Tennessee (Scott AFB,
2003). Thomason and Associates also completed the NRHP district nomination that was approved by the
Illinois State Historic Preservation Office in 1993 and the National Park Service in 1994. A 1994
evaluation of potentially eligible historic Cold War era resources examined 59 structures. None of the
evaluated structures were recommended as eligible at the time; however it was recommended that
Building 3200 (Air National Guard [ANG] Alert Hangar) be reevaluated in 2002, on the 50th anniversary
of its build date. In December of 2002, Building 3200 was evaluated as eligible for the NRHP under
Criterion C: Design/Construction. The ANG alert hangar embodies distinctive characteristics of a
particular type of construction, a rare example of an ANG alert hangar, and clearly illustrates, through its
distinctive structure and design, the early evolution of this class of buildings.

3.9 Socioeconomics

3.9.1 Definition of the Resource

Socioeconomics are defined as the basic attributes associated with the human environment, particularly
population and economic activity. Regional birth and death rates and immigration and emigration affect
population levels. Economic activity typically encompasses employment, personal income, and industrial
or commercial growth. Changes in these three fundamental socioeconomic indicators might be
accompanied by changes in other components, such as housing availability and the provision of public
services. Socioeconomic data at county, state, and national levels permit characterization of baseline
conditions in the context of regional, state, and national trends.

Data in these areas provide key insights into socioeconomic conditions that might be affected by an
action. Data on employment might identify gross numbers of employees, employment by industry or
trade, and unemployment trends. Data on personal income in a region can be used to compare the
“before” and “after” effects of any jobs created or lost as a result of an action. Data on industrial or
commercial growth or growth in other sectors provides baseline and trend line information about the
economic health of a region.

In appropriate cases, data on an installation’s expenditures in the regional economy help to identify the
relative importance of an installation in terms of its purchasing power and jobs base. Demographics
identify the population levels and changes to population of a region. Demographics data might also be
obtained to identify, as appropriate to evaluation of an action, a region’s characteristics in terms of race,
ethnicity, poverty status, educational attainment level, and other broad indicators.

On February 11, 1994, the President issued EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. This EO requires that federal agencies’ actions
substantially affecting human health or the environment do not exclude persons; deny persons benefits; or
subject persons to discrimination because of their race, color, or national origin. The essential purpose of
the EO is to ensure the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no groups of people, including
racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the
execution of federal, state, tribal, and local programs and policies. Consideration of environmental justice
concerns includes race, ethnicity, and the poverty status of populations in the vicinity of where an action
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would occur. Such information aids in evaluating whether an action would negatively impact any of the
groups targeted for protection in the EO.

Socioeconomic data shown in this section are presented at the U.S. Census Bureau Tract, Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA), and state levels to characterize baseline socioeconomic conditions in the context
of regional, state, and national trends. A MSA is a geographical entity defined for use by federal statistical
agencies based on the concept of a core urban area with a high degree of economic and social integration
with surrounding communities. Data has been collected from previously published documents issued by
federal, state, and local agencies and from state and national databases (e.g., U.S. Bureau of Economic
Analysis’ Regional Economic Information System).

On April 21, 1997, the President issued EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks. This EO requires federal agencies, to the extent permitted by law and mission, to
identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that might disproportionately affect children.
The EO further requires federal agencies to ensure that their policies, programs, activities, and standards
address these disproportionate risks. The order defines environmental health and safety risks as, “risks to
health or to safety that are attributable to products or substances that the child is likely to come in contact
with or ingest (such as the air we breathe, the food we eat, the water we drink and use for recreation, the
soil we live on, and the products we use or are exposed to).” Such information aids in evaluating whether
an action would adversely impact children afforded protection by the EO.

3.9.2 Existing Conditions

For the Proposed Action, the socioeconomic baseline is represented using three levels of comparison: the
ROI; the St. Louis, Missouri MSA; and the state of Illinois. The ROI was defined by identifying census
tracts surrounding Scott AFB. Census tracts 5033.21, 5033.22, 5033.31, 5033.32, 5034.05, 5038,
5039.01, 5043.02, 5043.03, 5043.04, 5043.51, 5043.52, and 5043.53 were defined as the ROI. The St.
Louis MSA includes a larger population of people and includes the population within the ROI.

Social and Economic Conditions. Scott AFB is approximately 20 miles east of St. Louis, Missouri and is
located in St. Clair County, Illinois. Table 3-9 compares the differences in population in the region
between the 1990 Census, the 2000 Census and the most recent population estimates from 2005. St. Clair
County is growing at a slower rate than the state and nation and even had a decline in population between
1990 and 2000. Local communities within the Scott AFB region include the cities of Belleville, O’Fallon,
Fairview Heights, Lebanon and Mascoutah, and Shiloh Village. The City of Belleville had the highest
2000 population of 41,410 followed by the City of O’Fallon (21,910) and Fairview Heights (15,034). The
cities of Lebanon and Mascoutah, and the Village of Shiloh each have 2000 populations of less than
10,000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).

Table 3-9. Population Changes in the Region

Location 1990 2000 % change 2005 % change
1990-2000 2000-2005

United States 248,709,873 | 281,421,906 13.2 296,410,404 5.3

Illinois 11,430,602 | 12,419,293 8.6 12,763,371 2.8

St. Clair County 262,852 256,082 -2.6 260,067 1.6

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990, 2000, and 2005 Population Estimates.

Table 3-10 lists the industries for residents in the ROI, MSA, and Illinois. The top three industries for the
ROI consist of educational, health, and social services; retail trade; and professional, scientific,
management, administrative, and waste management services. The top three industries for the MSA and
State of Illinois consist of education, health, and social services; manufacturing; and retail trade. As
would be expected, there is a larger portion of the population in the ROI employed in the Armed Forces,
compared with both the MSA and State of Illinois.
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Table 3-10. Employment of Residents in the ROI, MSA, and State of Illinois

Economic and Social Indicators ROI (%) | MSA (%) | lllinois (%)
Employed Persons in Armed Forces 7.2 0.3 0.2
Employed Persons in Civilian Labor Force by Industry

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining 0.7 0.7 1.1
Construction 5.0 6.3 5.7
Manufacturing 9.2 14.3 16.0
Wholesale trade 2.4 3.7 3.8
Retail trade 13.5 11.5 11.0
Transportation, warehousing, and utilities 5.6 5.8 6.0
Information 2.8 3.2 3.0
Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and leasing 7.6 7.7 7.9
Professional, scieptiﬁc, management, administrative, and waste 102 9.4 101
management services ) ) )
Educational, health, and social services 21.6 20.6 19.4
Arts, entertainment, recreation, food services 8.4 8.0 7.2
Other services (except public administration) 4.9 5.1 4.7
Public administration 8.0 3.8 4.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000.

There are about 14,000 persons employed at Scott AFB which includes USAF Active Duty and Reserves,
Air National Guard, and civilians. About 60 percent of these jobs are military and 40 percent are civilian.
The total Scott AFB community, which is comprised of civilian and military personnel, their dependents,
and military retirees, is about 39,600 persons. Total payroll for Scott AFB and tenants in FY 2003 was
about $970 million with about $412 million in annual expenditures. This included expenditures of $42
million for construction projects, $191 million on materials, equipment and supplies, and $112 million for
services (Scott AFB, 2005a).

In 2000, the unemployment rate for the ROI was 2.4 percent, which is lower than the St. Louis MSA (3.7
percent) and the State of Illinois (3.9 percent). As depicted in Table 3-11, the ROI has a lower percentage
of individuals below the poverty threshold and a higher per capita income and a median household
income than both the MSA and the State of Illinois (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).

Table 3-11. Income and Poverty Level for Residents in ROI, MSA, and State of lllinois.

ROI MSA | State of lllinois
Persons below poverty level (%) | 5.8 9.9 10.7
Per Capita Income ($) 23,397 | 22,698 23,104
Median Household Income ($) 54,836 | 44,437 46,590

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 3-12 depicts the educational attainment within the ROI, MSA, and the State of Illinois. The percent
of residents that have obtained a high school diploma (58 percent) is comparable to the MSA (58.1
percent) and slightly higher than the State of Illinois (55.4 percent). The percent of residents that have
obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher in the ROI (31.4 percent) is higher than the MSA (25.3 percent)
and the State of Illinois (26 percent) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).

Table 3-12. Educational Attainment for Residents in ROI, MSA, and the State of Illinois

Educational Indicators ROI | MSA | State of Illinois
Percent without high school diploma | 10.6 | 16.6 18.6
Percent high school graduate 58.0 | 58.1 55.4
Percent bachelor’s degree or higher | 31.4 | 25.3 26.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Environmental Justice. Race, ethnicity, and the poverty status of people within the ROI, MSA, and State
of Illinois were characterized to establish a baseline for environmental justice analysis. To establish a
baseline for environmental justice effects, poverty, and race were examined at the census tract level and
compared to the state and MSA averages.
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Those 13 census tracts identified as the ROI (Census tracts 5033.21, 5033.22, 5033.31, 5033.32, 5034.05,
5038, 5039.01, 5043.02, 5043.03, 5043.04, 5043.51, 5043.52, and 5043.53) were compared to the MSA
and the State of Illinois. Census tracts 5033.31 and 5033.32, which are located west of Scott AFB in the
City of Belleville, are discussed in more detail because of their potential for environmental justice

concerns (Table 3-3).

Table 3-13. Potential Environmental Justice Indicators

ROI
Economic and Social Indicators Census Tract Census Tract MSA State of Illinois
5033.31 5033.32

Black or African American (%) 19.7 19.6 18.3 15.1
Native American (%) 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2
Asian (%) 1.9 2.1 1.4 34
Pacific Islander (%) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Below Poverty (%) 9.0 4.4 9.9 10.7

Per Capita Income ($) 23,002 21,131 22,698 23,104

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Census Tracts 5033.31 and 5033.32 have a higher percentage of Black or African Americans (19.7 and
19.6 percent respectively) than the MSA (18.3 percent) and the State of Illinois (15.1 percent). Within the
ROI, Census Tract 5033.31 has the highest percentage of individuals below poverty (9.0 percent) which
was lower than the MSA (9.9 percent) and the State of Illinois (10.7 percent). Census Tract 5033.31 has a
per capita income higher than the MSA but lower than the State of Illinois. Census Tract 5033.32 has a
per capita income lower than both the MSA and the State of Illinois (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).

3.10 Infrastructure

3.10.1 Definition of the Resource

Infrastructure refers to the system of public works, such as utilities and transportation that provide the
underlying framework for a community. Utilities include such amenities as water, power supply, and
waste management. Transportation and circulation refer to roadway and street systems, the movement of
vehicles, pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and mass transit. The infrastructure components to be discussed in
this section include the transportation network, electricity, natural gas, sanitary sewer, stormwater
drainage, solid waste, and potable water.

The infrastructure information was obtained from the Scott Air Force Base General Plan (Scott AFB,
2004c). Various infrastructure assessments were completed between February 2002 and February 2004.
All infrastructure systems were rated adequate or degraded. No infrastructure systems at Scott AFB were
rated unsatisfactory.

3.10.2 Existing Conditions

Airfield. The Scott AFB airfield pavement system includes a runway, paved overrun, eight taxiways and
approximately 33 acres of parking apron. The Scott AFB runway is 8,001 feet long and is located in a
northwest/southwest orientation. The Scott AFB runway and taxiways were rated adequate, and the
aprons were rated degraded. A large portion of the northeast side of the main apron needs to be replaced.
Adjacent to the Base is St. Clair County’s MidAmerica Airport which was constructed in cooperation
with Scott AFB. MidAmerica Airport has a 10,000-ft runway parallel to the runway at Scott AFB. The
runway is in good condition. Under a Joint Use Agreement between the Air Force and St. Clair County,
Scott AFB and MidAmerica share runways, which are joined by Taxiway G.

Electrical System. The Illinois Power Company supplies electricity to Scott AFB. The majority of the
electrical lines are aboveground. In 2004, the electrical system was rated degraded due in part to the use
of wooden cross arms in the overhead system. Substation 5 that primarily supplies electrical service to
Building 1600 is also nearing the end of its useful life.
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Heating and Cooling System. The central heating plant at Scott AFB has been decommissioned. No
central heating systems serve Base facilities. Scott AFB has three small central chilled water plants. The
heating and cooling system at Scott AFB was rated degraded in 2002. Chillers in Buildings 1600 and
1900 are nearing the end of their useful life and should be replaced.

Liquid Fuel System. Liquid fuels at Scott AFB consist of JP-8, unleaded gasoline, diesel fuel, bio-diesel
and E-85 motor gasoline. Liquid fuel is delivered to three storage tanks at Scott AFB, south of the
airfield by commercial tank trucks. The system includes 1,000 feet of piping, and a government vehicle
service station. The liquid fuels system at Scott AFB was rated adequate in 2004.

Natural Gas System. The Illinois Power company supplies natural gas to Scott AFB. The Base housing
area system is approximately four years old and consists of polyethylene (plastic) piping. The natural gas
system was rated adequate in 2004. The natural gas system is managed by a private company, Scott AFB
Properties, LLC.

Sanitary Sewer System. Scott AFB owns and operates the sanitary sewer system consisting of sewer
lines, lift stations, and an onsite wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). The WWTP is located within the
southern clear zone for the airfield and has a design maximum flow capacity of 3.0 million gallons per
day (mgd) and a design average flow capacity of 2.0 mgd. The Scott AFB WWTP is permitted to
discharge treated effluent to an unnamed tributary of a local stream, the golf course lake, and Scott Lake.
Sludge is used for land application off Base. During periods of heavy rainfall, flow to the WWTP may
exceed the plant capacity of 3.0 mgd and wastewater bypasses the plant. This bypass water is chlorinated,
and then dechlorinated before being discharged to Mosquito Creek. Rated degraded in 2002 and 2004,
problems include the failure of the Shiloh housing force main and overloading of the treatment plant
during periods of large volumes of stormwater runoff. Operation of the WWTP is currently being
considered for privatization.

Stormwater Drainage System. Storm drainage at Scott AFB consists of a series of enclosed storm sewer
and open channels. Precipitation is conveyed to major drainage channels which exit to the south and east
boundaries of Scott AFB. Scott AFB has been experiencing drainage problems throughout the Base. In
February 2003, the USACE, Louisville District conducted a study to assess the cause. The USACE study
determined that several factors are contributing to current flooding problems on Scott AFB. These include
increased development, improperly graded areas, pipes with little to no slope, and silted-in pipes. The
2004 utility assessment team determined that the storm drainage ditches and culverts require immediate
attention to prevent damage from flooding. The Base wide infiltration study identified infiltration issues
that cause overloading of the waste treatment facility during major rain events. The stormwater drainage
system was rated degraded in 2004.

Solid Waste Management. Municipal solid waste (MSW) at Scott AFB is managed in accordance with
the guidelines specified in the AFI 32-7042, Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance. This AFI
incorporates, by reference, the regulations of Subtitle D, 40 CFR Parts 240 through 244, 257, and 258;
and other applicable federal regulations, AFIs, and DoD Directives. In general, AFI 32-7042 establishes
the requirement for installations to have a solid waste management program that incorporates the
following: a solid waste management plan; procedures for handling, storage, collection, and disposal of
solid waste; recordkeeping and reporting; and pollution prevention. The Scott AFB Solid Waste
Management Plan (1997b) provides guidance for personnel working with solid wastes and sets local
management procedures for managing solid waste, preventing pollution, and establishing proper disposal
and recycling options. A contractor collects non-recyclable municipal solid wastes for off-base landfill
disposal.

Scott AFB has a Qualified Recycling Program that is responsible for the collection, recycling, disposal,
tracking and reporting of all solid waste on Base. The recycling program is operated under contract by
Challenge and is currently being relocated to an off-base location. The commissary and the Army Air
Force Exchange Service (AAFES) have their own recycling programs.

Off-base contractors completing construction and demolition (C&D) projects at Scott AFB, are
responsible for disposing of waste generated from these activities. Contractors are required to comply
with federal, state, local and USAF regulations for the collection and disposal of MSW from the
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installation. Much of this material can be recycled or reused, or otherwise diverted from landfills. All
nonrecyclable C&D waste is collected in a dumpster until removal. C&D waste contaminated with
hazardous waste, asbestos-containing material (ACM), lead-based paint (LBP), or other undesirable
components is managed in accordance with AFI 32-7042.

Transportation System. Scott AFB is located within a few miles of Interstates 44, 55, 64, and 70.
Belleville and Shiloh Gates are the primary entrances to the Base while the Mascoutah Gate is the
commercial entrance. The primary north-south artery within Scott AFB is Scott Drive. All other main
roads originate from this principal artery. Portions of Hangar Road and various streets located east of the
airfield are located within the Primary Surface (1000 lateral feet off the runway). Portions of South Drive
are located within the airfield clear zone.

The region’s light rail mass transit system, MetroLink extends to Scott AFB and includes a park-and-ride
station immediately west of Scott AFB.

A main line of the Norfolk-Southern Rail line passes through the southern part of Scott AFB in an
east/west direction. A portion of the railroad falls within the graded area for the airfield clear zone.

Potable Water System. The Illinois American Water Company supplies potable water to Scott AFB
through two transmission mains. The total water storage capacity is 2.5 million gallons and the existing
storage capacity meets the required maximum daily demand. A water tower (Building 8050), located east
of the airfield is located within the 7:1 transitional surface of the runway.

The potable water system at Scott AFB is about 60 years old and is deteriorated and corroded. Rated
degraded in 2004, specific problems with the existing system include a deteriorated 16-inch water main,
low water pressure in the hospital and fire suppression systems, areas of low chlorine levels, dead-end
lines at the Patriots Landing housing area, approximately 15 waterline breaks per year, and improperly
functioning elevated water towers. Privatization of the potable water distribution system is currently
under consideration.

3.11 Hazardous Materials and Waste

3.11.1 Definition of the Resource

This section describes the affected environment associated with hazardous materials and petroleum
products, hazardous and petroleum wastes, Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) sites, and solid
waste at the construction, renovation, and demolition areas.

The terms “hazardous materials” and “hazardous waste” refer to substances defined as hazardous by the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Solid
Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). In general,
hazardous materials include substances that, because of their quantity, concentration, or physical,
chemical, or infectious characteristics, may present substantial danger to public health or the environment
when released into the environment. Hazardous wastes that are regulated under RCRA are defined as any
solid, liquid, contained gaseous, or semisolid waste, or any combination of wastes that either exhibit one
or more of the hazardous characteristics of ignitability, corrosivity, toxicity, or reactivity, or are listed as a
hazardous waste under 40 CFR Part 261. Petroleum products include petroleum-based fuels, oils, and
their wastes. The ERP is a DoD program designed to identify, characterize, and remediate environmental
contamination from past activities at DoD installations.

Issues associated with hazardous material and waste typically center around waste streams, underground
storage tanks (USTs), aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), and the storage, transport, use, and disposal of
pesticides, fuels, lubricants, and other industrial substances. When such materials are improperly used in
any way, they can threaten the health and well being of wildlife species, habitats, and soil and water
systems, as well as humans. This section also considers solid waste.

The management of hazardous materials and hazardous waste is governed by specific environmental
statutes. The key regulatory statutes include:
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC 9601-9675)
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986. CERCLA/SARA
regulates the prevention, control, and compensation of environmental pollution.

Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992 (42 USC 9620). This act amended
CERCLA to require that, prior to termination of federal activities on any real property owned by the
federal government, agencies must identify real property where hazardous substances were stored,
released, or disposed.

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986 (42 USC 11001-11050).
EPCRA requires emergency planning for areas where hazardous materials are manufactured, handled, or
stored and provides citizens and local governments with information regarding potential hazards to their
community.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 USC 6901-6992). RCRA established standards and
procedures for handling, storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste.

Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-426). This act provides for a waiver of
sovereign immunity on the part of federal agencies with respect to federal, state, and local requirements
relating to RCRA solid and hazardous waste laws and regulations.

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) of 1996 (7 USC 136 et seq.). FIFRA
provides federal control of pesticide distribution, sale, and use. It also provides certification criteria for
pesticide applicators, including contractors.

Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 USC 13101-13109). This act encourages minimization of pollutants
and waste through changes in production processes.

USEPA Regulation on Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR Part 261). This regulation
identifies solid wastes subject to regulation as hazardous and to notification requirements under RCRA.

USEPA Regulation on Standards for the Management of Used Oil (40 CFR Part 279). This regulation
delineates requirements for the storage, processing, transport, and disposal of oil that has been
contaminated by physical or chemical impurities during use.

USEPA Regulation on Designation, Reportable Quantities, and Notification (40 CFR Part 302). This
regulation identifies reportable quantities of substances listed in CERCLA and sets forth notification
requirements for releases of those substances. It also identifies reportable quantities for hazardous
substances designated in the CWA.

Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 32-70, Environmental Quality, establishes the policy that the USAF is
committed to environmentally sound practices. These include the following:

Cleaning up environmental damage resulting from its past activities;

Meeting all environmental standards applicable to its present operations;

Planning its future activities to minimize environmental impacts;

Managing responsibly the irreplaceable natural and cultural resources it holds in public trust; and
Eliminating pollution from its activities wherever possible.

AFPD 32-70 and AFI 32-7000 series incorporate the requirements of all federal regulations, other AFIs,
and DoD directives for the management of hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, and special hazards.

The ROI for hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and petroleum products encompasses areas that could
be exposed to an accidental release of hazardous substances from the construction, renovation, or
demolition activities. Therefore, the ROI for this section includes the locations of proposed projects and
their immediate surrounding area within the boundaries of Scott AFB.

3.11.2 Existing Conditions

The 375 CES/CEV is responsible for the implementation of hazardous material and waste plans at Scott
AFB. In conformance with the policies established by AFPD 32-70, the 375 CES/CEV has developed
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procedures and plans to manage hazardous wastes, hazardous materials, special wastes, and
environmental restoration sites on Scott AFB.

Hazardous Materials. Throughout the USAF, hazardous materials are managed in accordance with AFI
32-7086, Hazardous Materials Management. This instruction establishes procedures and standards that
govern the management of hazardous materials. It applies to all USAF personnel who authorize, procure,
issue, use, or dispose of hazardous materials, and to those who manage, monitor, or track any of those
activities. The 375 CES/CEV manages hazardous materials in accordance with AFI 32-7086.

Hazardous materials and petroleum products are used throughout the installation for various functions,
including aircraft refueling, maintenance, and washing; vehicle maintenance and washing; petroleum oil
lubricant (POL) distribution and management; facilities maintenance and repair; maintenance of ground
support equipment; and aircraft support operations. Hazardous materials used in these functions include
fuels and lubricating oils, solvents, paints and thinners, antifreeze, deicing compounds, and acids. At
Scott AFB, hazardous materials, with the exception of fuels, are managed through a centralized Base
Hazardous Material Pharmacy using an Environmental Management Information System, which tracks
the inventory and acquisition of hazardous materials along with hazardous waste disposal and health and
safety information (Air Force Institute for Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health Risk Analysis
[AFIERA] 2002).

The Base Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (Scott AFB, 2001b as amended) provides
guidance on hazardous material and petroleum storage, spill prevention measures, and contingency
procedures including spill containment and cleanup. This plan establishes responsibilities for handling
fuels and other hazardous fluids, containing and recovering spills, spill training, and spill reporting
procedures. Potential pollutants stored at the installation include JP-8 aviation fuel, #2 fuel oil, gasoline,
and diesel fuel, which are stored in underground and aboveground storage tanks and associated
distribution systems. In addition, smaller amounts of paints, thinners, lubricants and other industrial
chemicals are stored and handled in various buildings. The fuel storage facility is located in the southwest
portion of the installation and constitutes the major fuel storage capacity at the installation.

Hazardous Waste. Hazardous wastes are managed through the base level Hazardous Waste Management
Plan (2002). This Plan is currently being revised by the 375 CES/CEV in accordance with AFI 32-7042,
Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance (AFIERA, 2002). The Hazardous Waste Management Plan
provides guidance to Scott AFB personnel on the handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials
and this plan will implement the “cradle-to-grave” management control of hazardous waste as mandated
by USEPA.

Some of the hazardous wastes generated at Scott AFB include spent solvents, photofixer, waste oils,
waste cleaning compounds, and various forms of waste paint. The Base Hazardous Waste Management
Program covers the handling of universal wastes such as batteries, pesticides, mercury thermostats, and
mercury-containing lamps and various special wastes including potentially infectious medical wastes,
industrial process wastes, and pollution control wastes.

Scott AFB is regulated as a large quantity generator and maintains USEPA identification number
IL7570024177. There are approximately 50 different satellite accumulation points where hazardous
wastes are collected on Scott AFB. Building 3306 serves as the central accumulation site for all wastes
generated on Scott AFB. This central accumulation site is managed and operated by the 375 CES/CEV.

Pollution Prevention. The Scott AFB Solid Waste Management Plan provides guidance for personnel
who work with solid wastes, and sets local management procedures for managing solid waste, preventing
pollution, and establishing proper disposal and recycling options (Scott AFB, 2001c). The plan
incorporates current USEPA, state, and local requirements regarding the management of solid waste as
they relate to environmental protection during operations conducted at this installation. Solid wastes,
other than construction and demolition waste generated at Scott AFB, are disposed at an on-site recycling
facility; however this facility is in the process of being relocated to an off-base location. Construction and
demolition wastes are transported to and disposed of at an off site landfill. Solid wastes at Scott AFB
consist of regular waste from municipal, office, residential, and industrial sources; yard waste, including
grass, brush, tree trimmings, and installation grounds and golf course maintenance; high value metal
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wastes such as brass casings; and roads and grounds maintenance (Scott AFB, 2005g). The goals of Scott
AFB for solid waste management include minimizing waste generation by reusing and recycling materials
whenever possible, and increasing the use of materials that are reusable and recyclable. Descriptions of
the recycled materials and their amounts are shown in Table 3-14. As of 2005, the installation recycled
about 40 percent of its non-hazardous solid wastes

Asbestos. AFIT 32-1052, Facilities Asbestos Management provides direction for the management of
asbestos and ACM at USAF installations. This instruction requires installations to develop an asbestos
management plan for the purpose of maintaining a permanent record of the condition and status of ACM
in buildings and other facilities on the installation, as well as documenting asbestos management efforts.
In addition, the instruction requires the development of an asbestos operating plan. This plan describes
how the installation maintains compliance with the AFI for asbestos-related projects. However, the plan
further notes that USEPA policy is to leave asbestos in place if disturbance or removal could pose a threat
to human health or the environment.

Scott AFB maintains compliance with the requirements of AFT 32-1052 through the Scott AFB Asbestos
Management Plan (Scott AFB, 2000a) and the Asbestos Operations Plan (Scott AFB, 2000b). This
management plan describes procedures for the removal, encapsulation, enclosure, and repair activities
associated with ACM-abatement projects. The objective of the plan is to reduce the potential of exposure
to potentially hazardous levels of airborne asbestos fibers and assist in maintaining compliance with all
federal, state, and local asbestos regulations.

Lead-Based Paint (LBP). LBP is regulated through the residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction
Act of 1992. Subtitle B, Section 408 regulates the use and disposal of LBP on federal facilities. Federal
agencies are required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations relating to
LBP activities and hazards.

USAF policy (USAF, 1993) requires each installation to develop and implement a facility management
plan for identifying, evaluating, managing, and abating LBP hazards. The Lead-Based Paint Management
Plan (Scott AFB, 1996) provides a basic approach to LBP management. The Plan covers designation of
responsibilities, identification of hazards, testing procedures, abatement methods, training requirements,
and protection of citizens and workers. The Plan also addresses lead exposure from other sources such as
lead soldered fittings used in the potable water system and occupational exposure to lead through
corrosion control, welding, and cable maintenance operations. The mitigation and monitoring of LBP,
disposal, and other hazards are also discussed.

Table 3-14. Composition of Recycled Materials in Tons

Material FY00 FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04
Scrap Metals 216 215 229 206 280
Aluminum Cans NA NA NA 9 11
Auto, Batteries, Tires NA 66 56 70 74
Fluorescent Bulbs 5 7 3 3 2
Toner Cartridges 1 3 9 1 6
Pallets 19 31 20 5 48
Glass 38 8 0 83 20
Cardboard/Boxboard 866 319 271 244 387
Office Paper and Books 623 470 454 324 440
White Ledger Paper NA NA NA 99 130
Plastics 31 51 21 25 77
126 ARW NA NA NA 16 0
ACR NA NA NA 1 0
FEACR NA NA NA 0 0
Yard Waste 758 1,091 1,447 498 1,573
Cardboard from the BX NA NA NA 16 179
Cardboard from the Commissary NA NA NA 152 621
NA — Not Applicable

Source: Scott AFB, 2005g
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Environmental Restoration Program (ERP). The restoration program at Scott AFB has grown over the
last five years. A systematic approach has been a key factor in site identification. This aggressive program
includes 17 projects totaling more than $9 million. Through limited funding, the program has been able to
continue to meet milestones and objectives. Major initiatives include: the implementation of eight projects
that investigated 126 sites totaling $2.7 million; the use of recently promulgated Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency (IEPA) regulations to streamline the site investigation and assessment process, saving
millions in cleanup costs; the elimination of 60 groundwater wells; the and initiation of "site closeout" for
29 sites. Of the 161 original sites, 73 are now "response complete", 30 of these 73 are "site closeout". At
present, 45% of Scott’s ERP sites are designated "no further response action planned", a great stride
toward final clean-up.

The ROI covered by this EA includes the individual project boundaries within the Scott AFB boundary.
Within the ROI for this Proposed Action, there are four ERP sites (OT-09, SS-14, SS-15 and SS-16) and
three AOCs (AOC 14, AOC 19 and AOC 23) (Figure 3-3). The sites listed as AOC 14 and 23 are the
Cardinal Creek Village — South and North areas respectively. Together these AOCs cover approximately
100 acres and both were former housing areas originally constructed in 1952 and completed around 1955.
Renovations to these areas were conducted in the early 1980s. The south area consisted of approximately
60 buildings along with open spaces and playgrounds. The north area consisted of approximately 72
buildings also with common areas of open spaces and playgrounds. The units in both areas were vacated
in 1999 and demolished shortly thereafter. From 1960 to the late 1980s, chlordane was used to treat the
buildings for termite control. The treatment involved the injection of a solution beneath and around the
foundation and slabs, thus contaminating the soil. In 1997, the Base conducted a PA/SI of both areas to
determine the nature and extent of contamination. This study identified both chlordane and lead at
concentrations in the soil that exceeded the Illinois EPA Tier 1 soil cleanup guidance (Scott AFB, 1997a).
As a result of this study, a soil management plan was prepared for the excavation and stockpiling of soils
in the south area only in advance of relocating the 126 ARW to this area of Scott AFB (Scott AFB,
1997¢). In 1998, a Final Decision Document for the excavated soil from the south area was prepared
(Scott AFB, 1998). This document designated AOC 14 as a CERCLA AOC and described the selected
remedy for the excavated soils. In cooperation with the Illinois EPA, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of
soil were excavated from the former housing area and stockpiled into an engineered containment cell
located east of Pryor Drive and north of Golf Course Road. Upon completion of the excavation, the soil
was capped with an engineered barrier consisting of three feet of clean soil and graded to have the
appearance of a landscape berm. This soil will remain at this location until a final action is implemented
as part of the ERP (Scott AFB, 1998). Regarding AOC 23, a Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation
(PA/SI) has been completed and a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study is currently in the process of
being completed.

Table 3-15. Summary of IRP Sites Near IDEA Project Sites

Site Name Contaminants Current Status and Future Plans
OT-09; Small Arms Metals, solvents & Remove munitions and treat contaminants offsite. Remediation
Firing Range UXxo planned to begin in FY10
SS-14; CAMS Chlorinated Remediation to begin in FY08. Remediation planned to begin in
Solvents FY10
SS-15; DRMO Yard PCBs Remediation planned to begin in FY09.
SS-16; Former Bldg 53 Chlorinated Soil excavation and removal and groundwater treatment
Solvents Remediation planned to begin in FY(9.
AOC 14; Cardinal Creek | Chlordane CAMU established.
South Chlordane-impacted soils at CAMU to be removed by late FY07.
Land Use Controls may be appropriate in non-CAMU areas.
AOC 19; Base Wide Lead Paint Under evaluation
Lead Paint
AOC 23; Cardinal Creek | Pesticides PA/SI complete. RI/FS underway. Need Risk Assessment. Plan
North to implement Land Use Controls and enact Soils Management
Plan as remedy.
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Site OT09 (Base Small Arms Firing Range)

The Small Arms Firing Range is located on a grassy undeveloped area covering approximately two acres
and consists of a U-shaped berm approximately 30-feet wide at the base and approximately 20-feet high.
The firing range was active from about 1959 to 1999 and approximately two tons of lead was fired
annually. The shot used at the range was lead and likely had a copper casing. Except for the berms, OT(09
is flat and is situated on the edge of the Silver Creek floodplain. Surface/subsurface soil, groundwater,
surface water, and sediments have been found to contain contamination that exceeds Illinois EPA cleanup
objectives. Lead, dieldrin and 2,4-dinitrotoluene exceeded cleanup objectives in surface/subsurface soils.
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene and manganese exceed cleanup objectives in surface
water. Dieldrin exceeded cleanup objectives in sediments and chloroform, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, lead,
iron, and manganese exceeded cleanup objectives in groundwater. Groundwater flows at the site in an
east/northeast direction towards the wooded floodplain. Human and ecological risks at the site include
construction workers coming into contact with oxidized lead particulates in soil that could become
airborne if soils at the firing range were disturbed. The potential also exists for contaminated
groundwater to recharge into Silver Creek, which is about 1,000 feet away. Silver Creek is classified by
the Illinois EPA as a "General Use" stream, which takes into consideration agricultural, recreational, and
industrial uses. Based on Military Munitions Response Program Guidance dated February 2004, soil
sifting to isolate/remove ‘“Munitions and Explosives of Concern” with treatment of contaminants at a
permitted off-site facility are the recommend technologies for remediation of a small arms range.
Remediation activities at site OT09 are scheduled to begin in FY09.

AOC 19 Lead Based Paint — Historic District

AOC 19 is the lead-based paint basewide area of concern. AOC-19 consists of potential lead
contaminated sites that exist across Scott AFB. Some of the sites were created by lead-based painting
(LBP) activities conducted over the course of approximately 20 years within the historic district of Scott
AFB (Figure 1-1). The historic district is approximately 76 acres in size and consists of two distinct
housing areas (Colonial Housing located in the northern portion of the area and Georgian Housing located
in the southwestern portion of the area), and administrative and industrial buildings and structures located
in the central and southeastern portions of the area, respectively. The structures within this historic district
have been painted with LBP in the past. The painted surfaces of the various buildings and structures have
chipped, peeled, and, in some cases, been stripped in the process of being refurbished and lead
contamination has been detected in the soil surrounding the residential buildings (Scott AFB, 2005h).

AOC14 (Cardinal Creek Village -South)

Cardinal Creek Village South (CCV-S) consists of a temporary Corrective Action Management Unit
(CAMU) and an adjoining area that was developed for the beddown of the Air National Guard 126 ARW.
In accordance with a February 1998 Record Of Decision with Illinois EPA, the CAMU was created as a
temporary storage area for soils generated from multiple excavations of chlordane-impacted soils in a
former housing area that was developed for the beddown.

The chlordane originated from pesticides that were applied to soil around residential units as termiticides
prior to their ban in 1988. As part of the initial construction activities for the 126 ARW beddown, soil
impacted by chlordane at levels exceeding 35 Illinois Administrative Code 742 Tier 2 occupational
worker standards was excavated and placed in the CAMU on the ground surface, covered with clean soils
and vegetated. Remedial activity planned for CCV-S in FY07 is to remove chlordane-impacted soils
from the CAMU and transport them to the Scott landfill to be staged and ultimately covered as part of the
landfill closure process. After chlordane-impacted soils are removed and confirmatory samples taken at
the CAMU, it is expected that no verifiable risks at the CAMU site would remain. As such, a “No
Further Action” determination is anticipated for AOC14 with the ultimate goal of closing out this AOC
before 30 Sep 07. Although further active remediation of the non CAMU portions of AOC14 is not
planned, a determination has not yet been made on whether development restrictions or land use controls
(e.g. prohibitions on groundwater usage and residential developments) are necessary elsewhere at
AOC14.
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AOC23 (Cardinal Creek Village -North)

This AOC is the northern section of the former Cardinal Creek Village housing area, where soils near
residential buildings were treated with chlordane for termite control. The buildings were demolished and
foundations were removed. Building footprints were backfilled with clean soil and vegetated. A recent
Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation conducted at the site involved collection of surface soil
samples from approximately 80 points around the former building foundation locations. The soil samples
were all analyzed for pesticides, and a limited number of the samples were tested for various other
contaminants. Analytical results showed the presence of pesticides (dieldrin in over half of the samples
and chlordane in three of the samples) above the EPA’s Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives
(TACO) standards and various metals in several samples above background levels and TACO standards.
Remedial activity planned for the site consists primarily of landuse restrictions and implementation of a
soil management plan in order address potential contaminant exposures to construction workers if future
development activities go forward. If this approach is not acceptable, a plan to construct a soil cover over
AOC 23 may be necessary to further minimize potential contaminant exposures. Potential risks at the
AOC would be primarily to construction workers developing the area comprising AOC23.

Site SS14 (Former CAMS Facility)

The former Consolidated Aircraft Maintenance Squadron (CAMS) area is located in the western part of
the Base near the intersection of Hangar Road and East Birchard Avenue, in the southwest corner of the
parking lot adjacent to Building 450. This site is currently regulated under a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Closure Permit issued by the Illinois EPA which requires semiannual groundwater
monitoring. There are two separate groundwater plumes of trichloroethylene (TCE) contamination at the
site. The first plume is adjacent to Building 450 and has had detections of TCE greater than 1,000 mg/L.
The contamination is found in two separate groundwater zones near Building 450, one shallow (10-20
feet) and one deep (45-55 feet). A second plume is located at the northeast corner of Building 350 and
has had detections of TCE at 52 mg/L. Cis-1,2-Dichloroethene, 1,1,2-trichloroethane, chromium, nickel,
tetrachloroethylene (PCE), vinyl chloride, and methylene chloride exceed groundwater cleanup objectives
and would also be expected to be found in the subsurface soils in the source areas of the site. Although
ozone treatment at one source area of contamination at SS14 has been very effective, future remedial
actions to be performed at this site may involve combination(s) of in-situ technologies that include HRC®
injections, bioventing and ozone treatment. It is expected that continued monitoring of the groundwater
at the site will be necessary for an extended period of time after remediation has been performed and/or
until regulatory closure of the site is obtained. A RCRA Closure Plan Modification Request will have to
be submitted and approved by the Illinois EPA in order to perform remediation. Remediation activities at
site SS14 are scheduled to begin in FY08 with a remedy in place scheduled for September 2011.

Site SS15 (Former DRMO Storage Yard)

The Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) Salvage Yard (SS15) is located at the
southwest portion of the Base and is bordered on the north by Missouri Street, on the south by Indiana
Street, and on the east by Nebraska Street. It has been in operation since the late 1940s and consists of
five buildings with a total square footage of approximately 24,500 square feet. The DRMO Salvage Yard
is the site of a 14-gallon spill of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) that occurred in 1984. The spill was
located outside a fence on the southeast side of the yard. SS15 is flat with a ground elevation of
approximately 440 feet above mean sea level. PCBs have been detected in soil and groundwater at the
site. PCB detections are concentrated along the fence line on the west side of the yard.
Benzo(B)fluoranthene, endrin aldehyde, and dieldrin have also been detected above cleanup objectives in
soils at the site. Groundwater at SS15 is three to four feet below ground surface and the PCB detections
in groundwater are highly localized and are not moving off-site. Potential human receptors at the site
include DRMO salvage yard workers, maintenance workers, or construction workers coming into contact
with soil or groundwater at the site. Remediation at the site is expected to include the excavation and off-
site disposal of PCB contaminated soil above one ppm from two separate areas at the site. Remediation
activities at site SS15 are scheduled to begin in FY08 and expected to be completed by late 2010 with
proposed land use controls to follow.
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Site SS16 (Former Building 53)

Site SS16 is located in the western portion of the Base and was the former home of the Vehicle
Maintenance Facility. It consisted of a motor repair room, a sheet metal/welding room, ignition repair
room, a wash rack, and three vehicle hoists. The site is currently being used as a parking lot. With the
exception of the lift pits and the oil/water separator (OWS), most of the soil contamination at the site is
confined to surface soils. Chlorinated solvents have also been detected in groundwater at the site adjacent
to the concrete foundation, but contaminated groundwater has only been detected in on-site monitoring
wells and has not evidently migrated away from the site. Contaminates above cleanup objectives in soils
include TCE, PCE, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(a)anthracene, and PCBs. PCE and 1,1-Dichloroethene was
detected above regulatory limits in groundwater. The parking lot serves as an engineered barrier to
prevent direct contact with the contaminated soil at the site, but potential human receptors at the site could
include maintenance and construction workers coming into contact with soil or groundwater at the site if
the engineered barrier was disrupted or removed. Remediation at the site is expected to include
excavation and removal of contaminated soil, removal of the OWS, and restoration of the site back to
parking and/or landscaped areas. It is expected that groundwater monitoring at the site will be necessary
for ten years after removal actions have been performed. Remediation activities at SS16 are scheduled to
begin in late FY08.
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4 Environmental Consequences

Section 4 presents an evaluation of the environmental impacts that could result from implementing the
Proposed Action or the No Action Alternative. Potential impacts are addressed in the context of the scope
of the Proposed Action as described in Section 2 and in consideration of the potentially affected
environment, as characterized in Section 3. The general approach for this section is to describe the criteria
for determining a significant impact followed by a discussion of the impacts that would occur by
implementing the Proposed Action for each resource area. The extent to which an action might affect an
environmental resource depends on many factors. Environmental resources can be affected directly,
indirectly, or not at all. A listing of each of the Proposed Action projects relative to potential long-term
environmental impact is provided as Tables 4-1 through 4-3. Potential short-term impacts associated
with implementation of the proposed projects are discussed in the respective resource subsections in this
section.

The significance of an action is measured in terms of context and intensity. The significance of an action
is analyzed in several contexts, such as society as a whole (human, national), the region of influence
(ROI), the affected interests, and the locality. Significance might vary with the context of the action.

Intensity refers to the severity of impact. Impacts could be beneficial or adverse. Consideration must be
given to whether an impact affects public health or safety, and whether it affects areas having unique
characteristics, such as cultural resources or wetlands. The significance of impacts could also depend on
the degree of controversy or posing highly uncertain, unique, or unknown risks. Significance can be found
where an action sets a precedent for future actions having significant effects, as well as in cases involving
cumulative impacts. For example, when considering intensity, consideration must be given to the degree
to which the action might adversely affect animal or plant species listed as endangered or threatened or
their habitat. Finally, in evaluating intensity, consideration must be given to whether an action threatens a
violation of a law or regulation imposed for the protection of the environment.

4.1 Noise

4.1.1 Significance Criteria

Noise associated with aircraft operations at Scott Air Force Base (AFB) and MidAmerica Airport, other
transportation-related noise, and construction activities associated with the Proposed Action will be
considered and compared with current conditions to assess impacts. Data developed during this process
will also support analyses in other resource areas.

Based on numerous sociological surveys and recommendations of federal interagency councils, the most
common benchmark referred to is a day-night average sound level (Lg4,) of 65 A-weighted decibels
(dBA). This threshold is often used to determine residential land use compatibility around airports,
highways, or other transportation corridors. Two other average noise levels are also useful:

e An Ly, of 55 dBA was identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as a
level “. . . requisite to protect the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety”
(USEPA, 1974). Noise may be heard, but there is no risk to public health or welfare.

e An L4, of 75 dBA is a threshold above which effects other than annoyance may occur. It is 10 to
15 dBA below levels at which hearing damage is a known risk (OSHA, 1983). However, it is also
a level above which some adverse health effects cannot be categorically discounted.

Public annoyance is the most common impact associated with exposure to elevated noise levels. When
subjected to Ly, of 65 dBA, approximately 12 percent of persons so exposed will be “highly annoyed” by
the noise. At levels below 55 dBA, the percentage of annoyance is correspondingly lower (less than 3
percent). The percentage of people annoyed by noise never drops to zero (some people are always
annoyed), but at levels below 55 dBA it is reduced enough to be essentially negligible.
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TABLE 4-1. POTENTIAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SCOTT AFB DEMOLITION PROJECTS*

=g Water Biological Cultural
= é o 2 9 Resources Resm? rces Resources ':Z‘Z?m.lors
Map ) ) 5181212 0l2|8 2 aterials
ID Project Title S8 g = T|E 8 and
21 A @ 8| Water | Flood- | |, . . | 1o | Wet- | Archaeological | Historic - Waste
3|8 < ~ | Quality | plains lands TCP Structures | (in ERP site)
CD2 Demo. Building 505 -l -] - - - - - - - B _
CD17' | Demo. Buildings 1520, 1521, and
1523 T T T T ; ; ; ; - - - -
CD19" | Demo. Buildings 1986 and 1987 -T-1-T-T7-1 - - - - _ - - - -
CD21" | Demo. Building 3189 I I I I I - - N - - - - 2
CD24' [ Demo. Building 4205 -T-T-T-1-1 - - - ] - _ - - -
CD26" | Demo. Buildings 1192 and 1911 -T-1-1-T-1 - - - - _ - - - R
CD27" | Demo. Buildings 61,509,859and | | [ | | | | _ ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
861
D3 Demo. HQ AMC/Admin Building
1605 N . ; . ; - : - -
D4 Demo. Admin. Facility Bldg 3190 -l -- -] -] - - - - - - - i _
D5 Demo. Concrete pads in Clear Zone |- |-|-|-|-|-]| - = - - - - - _ _
D7 Demo. Shredder Building 3283 -l --] -] -] - - - - - - - _ )
D8 Demolish Facility 741 =l=[=1=l=]=] = = - - - - _ R _
D9 Demolish Taxiway J === - - - - - - - - - i -
D11 Demolish Buildings 3207 and 3210 |- |-|-|-|-|-| - - - - - - - _ _
D12 Demo. Building 799 - - - - -] - - - - - - - i -
D13 Demo. Building 3273 =l=[=1=l=]=] = = - - - _ _ R Z
D14 Demo. Building 3277 -l -1-]-1-1 - - - - - - _ R &
D15 Demo. Asphalt Pav. Old South Dr. =l=[=1=l=]=] = - - - - _ _ R -
D16 Demo. Aero Club Building 3183 -l --] -] -] - - - - - - - - _
D17 Demo. US TRANSCOM, Bldg. 1961 |- |-|-|-|-|-| - = = - - - - - _
D18 Demo. Chapel 2, Building 5713 -l --] -] -] - - - - - - - _ )
D19 Demo. Medical Warehouse 3270 =l=ll==]=]=] = - - - - - - R _
D20 Demo. Medical Warehouse 3272 === - - - - - - - - - R )
D21 Demo. Medical Warehouse 3275 =l=ll==]=]=] = - - - - - - R )
D22 Demo. Medical Warehouse 3279 === - - - - - - - - - R ®
*Impacts shown in this table reflect only long-term adverse impacts.
! These demolition projects are associated with a construction project and therefore have the same Project Number.
- No effects or negligible effects @ Potential minor beneficial effects ® Potential minor adverse effects B Potentially significant (greater magnitude than representative projects)
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TABLE 4-2. POTENTIAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SCOTT AFB CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS*

—|»
= 8 ~> 00 Water Biological Cultural Hazardous
Map _ _ g § z|8 5 % g 8 Resources Resources Resources Materials
ID Project Title g S % g. c T|EQ and
8 % 3 E = § 8 | Water | Flood- Habitat | T&E Wet- | Archaeological | Historic . \I/Evsgte'
3|9 Quality | plain abita lands TCP Structures (in site)
Cl Construct Intel Facility - - -] - - - - - - - - <
CcD2! Construct Squadron Operations -
Facility/Demo Bldg. 505 B T ) ) ) ) ) ) )
C3 Construct Child Development Center |- |- |- |- |- |- | - - - - - - - - -
C4 Doom Bay Addition and Brick -
Installation B ) ) ) ) ) ) )
C7 Construct Steel Pole Barn R R - - - - - - - [
C9 Construct Addition at Petroleum Oil -
Lubricant Facility B ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Cl1 Addition to Communication Facility |- |- |- |- |- |- | - - - - - - - - e
Cl12 Construct Aeromedical Evacuation -
Facility BN ) ) ) ) ) ] )
Cl13 AT/FP for Dorms 1810, 1820, 1830 - - 0= - - - - - - - - - - - -
CD17"' | Construct Distribution and (%9
Deployment Processing Center EREEREE ) ) ) ) ) ) )
CD19" | Construct New Fitness -
Center/Demolish Bldgs. 1986 and - - -] - - - - - - - -
1987
CD21' | Construct New DISA Facility and &
Parking Area U ) ) ) ) ) ) )
C23 Construct B-3175 to New Location - - - 0= -] - - - - - - - - -
CD24' | Construct New BCE Complex and <
Parking Area B ) ) ) ) ) ) )
CD26' | Construct Golf Clubhouse/Realign 3
Course (6 holes) B ) ) ) ) ) ) )
CD27' | Construct OG HQ (375th) Facility R R R - - - - - - = <)
C31 Construct Permanent SDDC Facility -
(2005 BRAC-Action) U ) ) ) ) ) ) )

*Impacts shown in this table reflect only long-term adverse impacts.
' These construction projects are associated with a demolition project and therefore have the same Project Number

- No effects or negligible effects

@ Potential minor beneficial effects

@ Potential minor adverse effects

B Potentially significant (greater magnitude than representative projects)
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TABLE 4-3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SCOTT AFB INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS*

:5¢ § 2 oo Water Biological Cultural Hazardous
Ma ﬁ § % 2 5 % g a Resources Resources Resources Materials
p 1D Project Title = % z oS g 5 & _ o and
=1E Z|=T|8 8| Water | Flood- Habitat | TaE | Vet Archaeological | Historic |  Waste
=1 < ~| Quality | plain lands TCP Structure | (in ERP site)
11 Construct Parking Lot Bldg. 57 - ==l -] - - - - - - - - G0
I3 Install Hydrant And Distribution Water
Lines near Bldg. 1192 IR E i ) ) ) ) ) ) )
14 Move Existing Jogging Path outside
Clear Zone L ] ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
I8 Install Catch Basin Behind Pavilion near
Bldg. 382 IR i ) ) ) ) ) ) i
113 | Expand Parking Lots (Across from
Bldgs. 460/450) T i ) ) ) ) ) ) )
114 | Renovate Family Camp -l-1-1-1-1-] - - - - - - - - -
120 | Repair Eastside Drainage - -1-]-]-] - - - - - - - - -
*Impacts shown in this table reflect only long-term adverse impacts.
- No effects or negligible effects @ Potential minor beneficial effects @ Potential minor adverse effects B Potentially significant (greater magnitude than representative projects)
Scott AFB, IL May 2007

4-4




Final EA of Installation Development

4.1.2 Environmental Consequences

Under the Proposed Action, neither military nor civil aircraft operations at Scott AFB and MidAmerica
Airport would change from current conditions. Therefore, aviation-related noise would remain as
described in Section 3.1.2, and would continue to be the dominant noise source in the region’s acoustic
environment.

However, under this proposal, Scott AFB would construct new facilities, demolish older facilities, and
upgrade other aspects of the installation’s supporting infrastructure through additions and alterations.
Intermittent short-term adverse impacts from noise would be expected from implementation of the
Proposed Action.

Construction would most likely occur over an extended time-frame, and at any one time, only a small
number of projects would be expected to be ongoing simultaneously. Therefore, noise associated with
active construction sites would be localized, intermittent, and of relatively limited duration. Primary
noise sources during such activity would be expected to be heavy vehicles and earth moving equipment.
Table 4-4 shows sound levels associated with typical heavy construction equipment under varying
modes of operation.

Table 4-4. Typical Equipment Sound Levels

SOUND LEVEL (IN dBA)
UNDER INDICATED OPERATIONAL MODE"
Equipment Idle Power Full Power Moving Under Load
Forklift 63 69 91
Backhoe 62 71 77
Dozer 63 74 81
Front-End Loader 60 62 68
Dump Truck 70 71 74

* Measured at 125 feet.
Source: USAF, 1998

Impacts from construction noise would vary depending upon the type of construction, the area of the
construction, and the distance of the construction from potential receptors. Receptors could include office
buildings, schools, residences, or recreational areas. The projects associated with the Proposed Action are
located throughout Scott AFB. Projects such as the construction in the vicinity of the dormitories (C13)
would occur in or near residential areas. Projects such as the demolition of the United States
Transportation Command building (CD17) and the addition to the ANG communication facility (C11)
would occur in close proximity to existing office buildings. Other projects such as renovation of the
family camp (114) and construction of the golf course clubhouse/realignment of six holes (CD26) would
occur near recreational facilities. However, none of the projects included in Appendix A would occur
within 500 feet of a school.

Given the extent of projects within the Proposed Action, noise related impacts are unavoidable. In some
cases noise may be of sufficient level to interfere with conversation in nearby facilities. However,
construction activities would occur only during daylight hours and the impacts would be short-term. It is
not anticipated that a short-term increase in noise levels would create a significant impact to the
surrounding population. Once a construction project is completed, noise levels would return to pre-
existing levels and no long-term impacts on the ambient noise levels would occur.

4.2 Land Use

4.2.1 Significance Criteria

Land use impacts can result if an action displaces an existing use or affects the suitability of an area for its
current, designated, or formally planned use. This analysis considers whether the resulting changes
improve public safety and well being, and whether they are compatible with surrounding uses and
functions. A proposed activity may be incompatible with local plans and regulations that provide for
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orderly development to protect the general welfare of the public, or conflict with management objectives
of a federal or state agency of an affected area. Compatible land use development would need to comply
with federal and state environmental laws and regulations. The significance of potential land use impacts
is based on the level of land use sensitivity in areas affected by the Proposed Action and compatibility of
the Proposed Action on existing conditions.

Criteria used to evaluate impacts on land use include:

e Potential to disrupt an existing or planned future land use;

e Potential to reduce the suitability of the surrounding land (land not directly impacted by an
action) for its current or planned use;

e Potential for inconsistency with the installation’s plans, regulations, and guidelines (including the
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone [AICUZ] program) that provide for appropriate
development of the land; and

e Potential for incompatibility of the action with plans and management objectives for adjacent
areas under control of other entities (e.g., state, local, federal).

Projects are evaluated for their potential to affect existing and planned land uses either positively (a
beneficial effect), or negatively (a detracting effect).

4.2.2 Environmental Consequences

Land Use. Overall, the proposed projects contribute some benefit to the overall functioning and
organization of Scott AFB. Although some construction projects are not compatible with existing land
use, the changes in land use are compatible with the future land use plans of the installation. For example,
some projects are sited on open space and would convert it to a mission-supporting use. Others are
located in areas that are already developed with similar or compatible adjacent uses. Each project has
been sited appropriately, in consideration of existing environmental and operational constraints and future
land use compatibility. Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in an increase in safety
and/or functionality for the Base.

None of the construction projects are located in safety zones (areas associated with airfield clearances and
explosive setbacks); they are each compatible with AICUZ guidelines and noise exposure level at specific
sites (Table 4-5); and they do not violate height criteria for safe airfield operations. For some projects,
noise during construction may interfere with conversations in nearby facilities, but this would be
temporary and have no long term impact on land use.

Proposed projects would not interfere with future land uses on Scott AFB (Figure 2-1) and the proposed
projects would occur entirely within the boundaries of the Base. In the future however, the Air Mobility
Command (AMC) does plan to close some of the ERP sites on Scott AFB by imposing Land Use
Controls (LUCs) which would need to be evaluated during the design and construction phases of each of
the projects. No impact to off-base locations would result from the implementation of proposed projects
since they are set back from the Base boundary and are buffered by intervening activities, vegetation, and
terrain.

Table 4-5. Proposed Construction and Infrastructure Projects Land Use

Map Title Existing Land Use Future Land Use Existing
ID Noise Level

Cl Construct Intel Facility Open Space Administration 70

CD2 | Construct Squadron Operations Facility Maintenance Aircraft Operations 75
and Maintenance

C3 Construct Child Development Center Community Service Commercial / <65
Service

C4 Doom Bay Addition and Brick Installation Maintenance Maintenance 65

C7 Construct Steel Pole Barn Maintenance Administration 70

C9 Construct POL Facility Maintenance Maintenance 70
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Table 4-5. Proposed Construction and Infrastructure Projects Land Use (Cont’d)

Map Title Existing Land Use Future Land Use Existing
ID Noise Level
Cll1 Addition to Communication Facility Administration Administration 80
Ci12 Construct Aeromedical Evacuation Facility Aircraft Operations | Aircraft Operations 65
and Maintenance and Maintenance
C13 AT/FP for Dorms 1810, 1820, 1830 Housing Housing <65
Unaccompanied Unaccompanied
CD17 Construct DDPC Administration Administration 65
CDI19 Construct New Fitness Center Outdoor Recreation | Commercial / Service <65
CD21 Construct New DISA Facility Open Space Administration 65
C23 Construct Building 3175 to new location Open Space Maintenance 75
CD24 Construct New BCE Complex Maintenance Maintenance 65
CD26 Construct Golf Clubhouse/Realign Course Open Space Administrative 65
CD27 Construct OG HQ 375 AW Facility Maintenance Aircraft Operations <65
and Maintenance
C31 Construct Permanent Facility for SDDC Administration Administration
I1 Construct Parking Lot Bldg 57 Maintenance Administration <65
I3 Install Hydrant and Distribution Lines near Outdoor Recreation | Outdoor Recreations 75
Building 1192
14 Move Existing Jogging Path Outside Clear Open Space Open Space 75
Zone
18 Install Catch Basin behind Pavilion near Outdoor Recreation | Outdoor Recreation 70
Building 382
113 Expand Parking Lots Maintenance Maintenance 70
114 Renovate Family Camp Outdoor Recreation | Outdoor Recreation <65
120 Repair Eastside Drainage Aircraft Operations | Aircraft Operations 65
and Maintenance and Maintenance

Source: Scott AFB, 2004c, Scott AFB, 2001a

4.3

Air Quality

4.3.1 Significance Criteria

Air emissions resulting from the Proposed Action were evaluated in accordance with federal, state, and
local air pollution standards and regulations. Air quality impacts from a proposed activity or action would
be significant if they:

e Increase ambient air pollution concentrations above any NAAQS;

e Contribute to an existing violation of any NAAQS;

o Interfere with or delay timely attainment of NAAQS; or

e Impair visibility within any federally mandated Federal Class I area.

The approach to the air quality analysis was to estimate the increase in emission levels due to
implementation of the Proposed Action.

According to USEPA’s General Conformity Rule in 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart W, any proposed federal
action that has the potential to cause violations in a NAAQS nonattainment or maintenance area must
undergo a conformity analysis. A conformity analysis is not required if the Proposed Action or
Alternative Action occurs within an attainment area. Since St. Clair County is nonattainment for the new
PM, 5 and 8-hour Oj; standards, a conformity determination must be performed if project emissions exceed
the de minimis thresholds of 100 tons per year for the ozone precursors, NO, and VOC.

As described in Section 3.3.1, Section 169(a) of the CAA established the PSD regulations to protect the
air quality in regions that already meet the NAAQS. Certain national parks, monuments, and wilderness
areas have been designated as PSD Class I areas, where appreciable deterioration in air quality is
considered significant. The nearest PSD Class I area is more than 100 miles from the region potentially
affected by the Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action would be unlikely to have a significant
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impact on any PSD Class I areas.

4.3.2 Environmental Consequences
4.3.2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would involve construction, demolition, and paving activities, including
construction of new buildings and infrastructure, additions to or demolition of existing structures,
grading, and paving.

Construction Emissions. Emissions during the construction period were quantified to determine the
potential impacts on regional air quality. Calculations of emissions from construction, demolition,
grading, and paving activities were performed using USEPA emission factors compiled in the California
Environmental Quality Air Quality Handbook (South Coast Air Quality Management District, 1993),
Calculations Methods for Criteria Air Pollution Emission Inventories (Jagelski and O’Brien, 1994), and Air
Emissions Inventory Guidance Document for Mobile Sources at Air Force Installations (O’Brien and Wade,
2002). The calculations for the air quality determination are located in Appendix D.

The emission factors for building construction include contributions from engine exhaust emissions (i.e.,
construction equipment, material handling, and workers’ travel) and fugitive dust emissions (e.g., from
grading activities). Demolition emissions evaluated include fugitive dust and transport of demolition
debris offsite. Site preparation, grading, and trenching emissions include fugitive dust from ground
disturbance, plus combustive emissions from heavy equipment during the entire construction period.
Paving emissions include combustive emissions from bulldozers, rollers, and paving equipment, plus
emissions from a dump truck hauling pavement materials to the site. Estimated annual emissions that
would occur from construction, demolition, grading, and paving activities under the Proposed Action are
presented in Table 4-6.

Emissions generated by construction, demolition, and paving projects are temporary in nature and would
end when construction is complete. The emissions from fugitive dust (PM;,) would be considerably less
than those presented in Table 4-6 due to the implementation of control measures in accordance with
standard construction practices. For instance, frequent spraying of water on exposed soil during
construction, proper soil stockpiling methods, and prompt replacement of ground cover or pavement are
standard landscaping procedures that could be used to minimize the amount of dust generated during
construction. Using efficient practices and avoiding long periods where engines are running at idle may
reduce combustion emissions from construction equipment. Vehicular combustion emissions from
construction worker commuting may be reduced by carpooling.

Table 4-6. Construction Emissions — Proposed Action

Source Emissions (In Tons per Year)
CO VOC NO, SO« PMyo
Construction 16.6 5.2 76.3 0.0 5.4
Demolition 0.8 0.2 0.8 0.0 0.3
Grading/Trenching 0.5 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.3
New Pavement 1.2 0.2 2.1 0.1 0.2
TOTAL 19.2 5.7 80.1 0.2 6.2

*Assumes construction would occur over a five-year period.
Source: SAIC, 2006

In general, combustive and fugitive dust emissions would produce localized, short-term elevated air
pollutant concentrations, which would not result in any long-term impacts on the air quality in St. Clair
County or AQCR 70. The temporary construction-related emissions of PM;,and SO; are not expected to
adversely impact the air quality or visibility in any of the PSD Class I areas in the vicinity of the Base.

Operational Emissions. Upon implementation of the Proposed Action, air emissions are expected to be
slightly more than current emissions, due to utilities such as boilers, heaters, and emergency generators
being included with the new facilities. However, new utility equipment would be more efficient and have
lower air pollutant emissions than older boilers and heaters at the Base. Nevertheless, the installation or
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modification of any air emission sources, such as boiler and heaters, emergency generators, etc., may
trigger permitting requirements with the Illinois EPA. It is expected that the new operational emissions
would not result in any long-term impacts on the air quality in St. Clair County or AQCR 70.

These projected annual emissions are below the de minimis thresholds for conformity with Illinois SIP
and less than ten percent of the regional emissions shown in Table 3-7. A conformity determination,
therefore, is not required for this action.

4.4 Safety

4.4.1 Significance Criteria

Impacts were assessed based on direct effects from implementing the Proposed Action, as well as
secondary effects, such as environmental contamination. Impacts related to safety are assessed according
to the potential to increase or decrease safety risks to personnel, the public, and property. Unacceptable or
unnecessary health and safety risks would be considered significant.

4.4.2 Environmental Consequences

In general, implementation of the Proposed Action would result in positive impacts to safety. Providing
new properly sited facilities that support operational requirements with adequate space and improved
infrastructure would generally enhance safety. Demolitions of facilities that are no longer in use;
demolition of Building 3190 within the airfield clear zone (D4); providing Anti-Terrorism/Force
Protection (AT/FP) for dormitory Buildings 1810, 1820, and 1830 (C13); and realigning six holes of the
golf course (CD26) and portions of the jogging track outside of the airfield clear zone (I14), would create a
safer environment at Scott AFB.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would slightly increase the short-term risk associated with
construction contractors performing work at Scott AFB because the level of such activity would increase.
Contractors would be required to establish and maintain safety programs. Projects associated with the
implementation of the Proposed Action are not anticipated to pose a safety risk to Base personnel,
activities at the Base or the public.

Some facilities proposed to be demolished contain asbestos and lead-based paint which would also pose a
safety risk to workers. To minimize exposure, all demolition activities would be conducted in accordance
with applicable federal, state, and local regulations, as well as existing United States Air Force (USAF)
procedures. Licensed contractors would conduct the removal of all hazardous wastes in accordance with
all appropriate federal and state regulations.

4.5 Geologic Resources

4.5.1 Significance Criteria

Protection of unique geological features, minimization of soil erosion, and the siting of facilities in
relation to potential geologic hazards are considered when evaluating the potential impacts associated
with the implementation of a proposed action on geological resources. Generally, impacts can be avoided
or minimized if proper construction techniques, erosion control measures, and structural engineering
design are incorporated into project development.

Impacts would be considered significant if projects included in the Proposed Action were located on
abandoned mines, a new fault line, or other geologic hazards. Impacts to soil resources can result from
earth disturbance that would expose soil to wind or water erosion.

4.5.2 Environmental Consequences

There has been no mining under the Base itself, and therefore there is no subsidence risk from such
activity (Scott AFB, 2003). The geology of the Scott AFB area does not present any specific constraints
to future Base development. However, the possibility of a damaging earthquake continues to exist with
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the proximity of the Base to the New Madrid Fault (Scott AFB, 2004c).

Under the Proposed Action, for sites that do not impact ERP sites or AOCs, demolition and construction
activities, such as grading, excavating, and recontouring of the soil, would result in soil disturbances.
Implementation of best management practices (BMP) such as silt fencing, sediment traps, application of
water sprays, and revegetation at disturbed areas would reduce potential impacts related to geologic
resources. Soil disturbance at ERP sites and AOCs would be conducted in accordance with applicable soil
management plans included for those sites as LUCs. Therefore, impacts on soils at the Base would be site
specific and minor.

Since the Base land surface is generally flat, implementation of the Proposed Action is not anticipated to
cause or create changes to the topography of Scott AFB or the surrounding area.

4.6 Water Resources

4.6.1 Significance Criteria

Evaluation criteria for impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Action on water resources
are based on water availability, quality, and use; existence of floodplains; and associated regulations.
Implementation of the Proposed Action would have adverse effects if it were to do one or more of the
following:

e Reduce water availability to or interfere with the supply of existing users;

e Create or contribute to overdraft of groundwater basins or exceed safe annual yield of water
supply sources;

e Endanger public health by creating or worsening adverse health hazard conditions;
Threaten or damage unique hydrologic characteristics; or

e Violate established laws or regulations that have been adopted to protect or manage water
resources of an area.

Impacts of flood hazards related to proposed actions can be significant if such actions are in areas with
high probabilities of flooding or in some way alter flood conveyance.

4.6.2 Environmental Consequences

With regard to water resources, the primary concerns associated with implementing the Proposed Action
include effects on water quality during construction activities, and changes to surface water drainage and
groundwater recharge due to increased impervious surface.

Groundwater. The rate of groundwater recharge of the upper aquifer (glacial and alluvial deposits)
located directly beneath the installation may be impacted due to the increase of impervious surfaces.
However, given the developed nature of the Base and the high percentage of impervious surfaces already
existing, the change in groundwater recharge is expected to be minimal.

Surface Water. Implementation of the Proposed Action would involve approximately a net increase of
2.2 acres of impervious surfaces for the building footprints and pavements of the proposed facilities.
Under the conditions of the Scott AFB industrial storm water permit, a Notice of Intent is required to be
filed with the Illinois EPA for construction activities disturbing more than one acre. Additionally,
implementation of BMPs to minimize the potential for exposed soils or other contaminants from
construction activities to reach nearby surface waters in accordance with the Scott AFB SWPPP is
required. Such BMPs could include the use of silt fences, covering of soil stockpiles, use of secondary
containment for the temporary storage of hazardous liquids, detention/retention ponds, and establishment
of buffer areas, as appropriate.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would slightly increase the amount of impervious surface on the
installation, resulting in the potential for an increase in the amount of surface runoff. As part of the design
for the individual construction projects, mitigation measures such as the installation of appropriately sized
detention basins, bio-retention devices, wet ponds, dry detention basins and other mitigation measures
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would be evaluated to decrease flooding and protect water quality through sediment and chemical
filtration. These mitigation measures would be evaluated on an individual basis to determine the
consistency of the mitigation with surrounding land uses. For example, the construction of a permanent
wet pond adjacent to the runway would not be compatible The proposed construction activities may
require modifications to the installation storm drainage system (e.g., drainage ditches and basins) and an
update to the SWPPP in order to properly manage storm water. Site drainage would be addressed within
the updated SWPPP such that there would be no deleterious impacts to receiving waters as a result of the
Proposed Action.

Overall, only minor impacts are anticipated based on the total amount of impervious surface on Scott
AFB, relative to the approximate 2.2 acres that would result from implementation of the Proposed Action.
Although construction activities would have the potential for minor adverse effects on surface water
quality, the use of BMPs specified in the Base SWPPP, the development of site-specific SWPPPs (as
required) and the evaluation of mitigation measures as explained above would minimize adverse effects.
The construction of proposed infrastructure projects would result in a positive impact to the Base’s
administrative capabilities (Section 4.10.2).

Floodplains. In accordance with Executive Order (EO) 11988 Floodplain Management, the USAF must
demonstrate that there are no practicable alternatives to construction within floodplains. None of the
projects included as part of the Proposed Action would occur within the 100-year floodplain (Figure 3-3).
The Proposed Action would not have a direct effect on floodplains. The increase of impervious surfaces
on the installation is not expected to affect the 100-year or 500-year predicted flood elevations of Silver
Creek or Cardinal Creek. In addition, the implementation of BMPs in accordance with the SWPPP will
further mitigate potential impacts.

4.7 Biological Resources

4.7.1 Significance Criteria

This section evaluates the potential impacts to biological resources associated with implementation of the
Proposed Action. The significance of impact on biological resources is based on (1) the importance (i.e.,
legal, commercial, recreational, ecological, or scientific) of the resource; (2) the proportion of the
resource that would be affected relative to the occurrence of the resource in the region; (3) the sensitivity
of the resource to proposed activities; and (4) the duration of the potential impact. Biological impacts are
significant if listed species or high quality habitats are adversely affected. Impacts are also considered
significant if disturbances cause reductions in population size or distribution of a listed species.

4.7.2 Environmental Consequences

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in a total loss of approximately 3.2 acres of
maintained turf grass and otherwise undeveloped upland land due to building construction, parking lots,
and paving. The majority of development would occur in areas that have been disturbed by past
construction related activities. A few scattered landscaping trees and shrubs would be cleared for the
construction of new facilities and pavement; no forested areas would be impacted by implementation of
the Proposed Action.

Vegetation. Short-term minor adverse effects on vegetation would occur as a result of construction
associated with the implementation of the Proposed Action. Proposed projects would affect urban upland
and nonforested upland communities.

The majority of projects associated with the Proposed Action would occur in the improved areas of Scott
AFB which would primarily affect urban upland communities. Following construction, all disturbed areas
would be landscaped in accordance with Scott AFB standards.

Potential impacts to urban upland communities would also include those impacts to the former Cardinal
Creek housing area. The new DISA facility (CD21), golf club house and realignment of a portion of the
golf course (CD26) are proposed to be located in the former Cardinal Creek housing area, east of the golf
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course. Since the housing was removed, this disturbed area has remained vacant with remnant trees and
landscaping features being invaded by common weedy herbaceous species.

Improvements to the Family Camp area (I114) would impact Non-forested Upland community areas;
however the proposed impacts are anticipated to be minimal. The proposed improvements to the Family
Camp area would occur at the location of a former softball field. Vegetation in this area is characteristic
of maintained lawns. Improvement would include the construction of concrete RV pads and associated
utilities.

Wildlife. The permanent loss of Upland Urban and Non-forested Upland vegetation would have minimal
impact on residential wildlife, given that this area does not currently provide quality habitat and given the
high level of human activity in the area of proposed activities. Implementation of the Proposed Action
would increase the amount of stormwater runoff and sedimentation from Scott AFB. This increase may
have a minor adverse impact on wildlife habitat. Temporary impacts to wildlife caused by increased noise
and activity levels during construction are expected to be insignificant given that this is an USAF
installation where high noise levels are daily occurrences and the fact that many of the projects would be
implemented at different times.

Threatened and Endangered Species. The majority of the proposed actions are located within the
developed portions of the Base and are not anticipated to have any effect on federal or state-listed species
or suitable habitat.

The proposed improvements to Family Camp (114) would not require the removal of trees or affect Scott
Lake and are not anticipated to impact habitat for the state-listed species, snowy egret or little blue heron.

Wetlands. In accordance with EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, the USAF must demonstrate that there
are no practicable alternatives to construction within wetlands. The USAF avoids military operations in
wetlands, where possible. None of the proposed projects contained in this Environmental Assessment
(EA) as part of the Proposed Action would directly impact wetlands (Figure 3-3).

Indirect impacts to wetlands and other aquatic habitats could result from implementation of the Proposed
Action. These types of impacts are not quantifiable, are anticipated to be temporary, and would be
mitigated through the implementation of BMPs. Potential effects of the proposed construction and
demolition include increased turbidity and sedimentation to adjacent wetlands. The implementation of
BMPs are anticipated to minimize indirect impacts.

4.8 Cultural Resources

4.8.1 Significance Criteria

Potential adverse impacts on National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP)-listed or eligible for listing,
cultural resources might include physically altering, damaging, or destroying all or part of a resource;
altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the resource’s significance;
introducing visual or audible elements that are out of character with the property or alter its setting;
neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed; or the sale, transfer, or lease of the
property out of agency ownership (or control) without adequate legally enforceable restrictions or
conditions to ensure preservation of the property’s historic significance.

4.8.2 Environmental Consequences

Archaeological Resources. Under the Proposed Action, Scott AFB would implement 42 projects that
include facility demolition, additions to existing facilities, new construction and infrastructure
improvements. Although the projects included as part of the Proposed Action involve some level of
ground disturbance, all are situated in areas that are heavily disturbed or have been previously surveyed
for cultural resources. No archaeological resources have been identified where the projects associated
with the Proposed Action would occur; thus, none of the projects are expected to impact historic or Native
American archaeological resources.
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In the event of a discovery during construction, all work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery would
be halted until the resources are identified and documented and an appropriate mitigation strategy
developed in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and other consulting
parties. As outlined in the ICRMP, and in compliance with federal laws (ARPA, NAGPRA, and NHPA),
concerned tribal representatives would be notified and consulted about the proposed treatment of human
remains and funerary and sacred objects should these be discovered during implementation of the
Proposed Action.

Properties of Traditional, Cultural, and Religious Significance to Native American Tribes. There are no
known traditional resources at Scott AFB. Therefore, impacts to traditional resources are not anticipated
to result from implementation of the Proposed Action.

Architectural Resource. Under the Proposed Action, 29 projects would involve building alterations or
demolitions. None of the buildings associated with the alterations or demolitions are NRHP-listed or
eligible for listing. Constructing the parking lot for Building 57 project (I1) and repairing the eastside
drainage project (120) are located within the Scott Field Historic District. Neither project is anticipated to
adversely impact the Historic District.

4.9 Socioeconomics

4.9.1 Significance Criteria

This section identifies potential social and economic impacts that might result from the anticipated
personnel changes and implementing the Proposed Action at Scott AFB. The methodology for social
impacts is based on the Guidelines and Principles for Social Impact Assessment, developed by an
interorganizational committee of experts in their field (NOAA, 1994). If potential social changes were to
result in substantial shifts in populations trends or in adverse effects on housing, utilities, or public
services, they would be considered significant impacts.

The economic effects that might result from the anticipated personnel changes and implementing the
Proposed Action are estimated using the Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model. This model
was developed by the Department of Defense in the 1970’s to efficiently identify and address the regional
economic effects of proposed military actions. The EIFS is a computer-based model that calculates
multipliers to estimate the direct and indirect effects of a given action. Based on the input data and
calculated multipliers, the model estimates changes in sales volume, income, employment and population
in the ROI, accounting for the direct and indirect effects of the action. An economic change would be
considered significant if the estimated changes would fall outside of the historical range of the ROI
economic variation (Bragdon and Webster, 2001).

Regarding environmental justice concerns, this section includes an evaluation of the potential adverse
disproportionate impacts on low-income and minority populations by implementing the Proposed Action.
Included in this discussion is an analysis for health and safety risks that might disproportionately affect
children.

4.9.2 Environmental Consequences

Social and Economic Condition. Under the Proposed Action, Scott AFB would receive an additional
1,175 personnel which is an 8.4 percent increase in the 2005 Base workforce. Approximately 75 civilian
personnel would be added to the new DISA facility (CD21). An additional 1,110 personnel would result
from the 2005 BRAC action of relocating the Army Surface Deployment and Distribution Center (SDDC)
facilities at Fort Eustis, Alexandria, and Newport News, Virginia and consolidating them with the Air
Force Air Mobility Command Headquarters and Transportation Command Headquarters (C31) at Scott
AFB. If it is assumed that 80 percent of the 1,175 personnel (approximately 940) and their families
(averaged 2 dependents) would relocate to the ROI. This action would increase the 2005 local population
(ROI) by 2,820 or one percent. The increase in personnel would have a relatively minor, long-term effect
on the local workforce resulting in minor increased demands for housing and public services. However,
this increase is not anticipated to result in adverse demands on public services, utilities, or housing within
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the ROI.

The EIFS model did not indicate any significant changes to the economy within the ROI as a result of an
increase in 1,175 personnel and implementing the Proposed Action. However many direct and indirect,
long-term and short-term, beneficial effects on the local economy would be expected. The Proposed
Action would generate a total net gain of approximately 2,113 jobs in the ROI, including 1,699 direct and
414 induced (indirect) jobs. It should be noted that construction-related jobs would be short-term. The
Proposed Action would also generate positive changes in the other economic indicators estimated by the
EIFS model, including a 1.8 percent increase in sales volume and a 1.5 percent increase in regional
personal income (EIFS, 2006).

Total construction costs for the Proposed Action are approximated at $158 million (EIFS, 2006). The
expenditures would be spread out over a six-year time period between 2006 and 2012. Although short-
term, these construction expenditures would have a direct, beneficial impact on the local economy.
Employment associated with construction activities would benefit the local workforce but would also be
temporary.

Environmental Justice. As discussed in Section 3.9, the USAF has issued guidance on environmental
analysis for EAs. To comply with EO 12989, ethnicity and poverty status in the ROI have been examined
and compared to regional and state statistics to determine if minority or low-income groups could be
disproportionately affected by the implementation of the Proposed Action. The review indicates that the
residents living within Census Tracts 5033.31 and 5033.32 have a somewhat higher percentage of
minorities than the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) and the State of Illinois (Table 3-13). Residents
within Census Tracts 5033.31 have a higher per capita income than the MSA but a lower per capita
income than the State of Illinois. Residents within Census Tracts 5033.32 have a lower per capita income
than the MSA and the State of Illinois.

The environment around Scott AFB is influenced by USAF operations, land management practices,
vehicular traffic, and emissions sources outside the Base. However, implementation of the Proposed
Action is not anticipated to create adverse environmental or health impacts. Consequently, the Proposed
Action would not have disproportionate adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations.

In addition, EO 13045 requires that federal agencies identify and assess environmental health and safety
risks that might disproportionately affect children. The Proposed Action would not pose any adverse
environmental health or safety risks to children living on or in the vicinity of the Base. The likelihood of
the presence of children at construction sites where the Proposed Action would occur on Base is
considered minimal, which further limits the potential for effects. Therefore implementation of the
Proposed Action would not have disproportionate adverse environmental health and safety impacts on
children.

410 Infrastructure

4.10.1 Significance Criteria

Effects on infrastructure are evaluated based on their potential for disruption or improvement of existing
levels of service and additional needs for energy and water consumption, sanitary sewer and wastewater
system demand, and transportation patterns and circulation. Impacts might arise from physical changes to
circulation, construction activities, introduction of construction-related traffic on local roads, changes in
daily or peak-hour traffic volumes, and energy needs created by either direct or indirect workforce and
population changes related to Base activities. An effect might be considered adverse if an action exceeds
capacity of a utility. In considering the basis for evaluating the significance of impacts on solid waste,
several items are considered. These items, among others include evaluating the degree to which the
Proposed Action could affect the existing solid waste management program and capacity of area landfills.

In accordance with Executive Order 13423, the Air Force will evaluate each of the projects included as
part of the Proposed Action relative to sustainable building concepts. Where possible, the Air Force will
incorporate sustainable building concepts into the engineering design process
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4.10.2 Environmental Consequences

Airfield. Implementation of the Proposed Action would have a beneficial impact on the safety and
operation of the airfield by demolishing structures within the airfield clear zone (D4) and realigning
portions of the golf course (CD26) and relocating the jogging path (I4) outside of the airfield clear zone.
All activities related to the Proposed Action would be coordinated with Airfield Management and the
Environmental Flight prior to construction. Special care would be taken during removal of airfield
obstructions so that fugitive dust emissions do not adversely affect mission operations associated with
lack of visibility. If dust suppression methods are used prior, during, and after construction, no adverse
impacts on airfield operations are anticipated to result from implementing the Proposed Action.

Electrical System. Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in minor impacts to the electrical
system. The proposed construction projects would tie into existing electrical infrastructure that has been
determined to be sufficient to meet demands. There would be a net gain of 1,175 personnel which would
result in an increase in usage. The proposed construction projects would use sustainable design concepts
to the greatest extent possible, resulting in more efficient energy use. This more efficient use of energy
would likely be a minor difference compared with the total Base usage.

Heating and Cooling System. Implementation of the Proposed Action could result in an increased use of
heating and cooling systems. The proposed construction projects would use sustainable design concepts
to the greatest extent possible, resulting in a more efficient use of energy than current facilities. This more
efficient use of energy would likely be a minor difference compared with the total Base usage of
electricity.

Liquid Fuel System. Implementation of the Proposed Action does not include any projects involving a
direct impact to the Base’s fuel handling capability; therefore no impacts to the liquid fuel systems are
anticipated.

Natural Gas System. Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in minor impacts on the Base’s
natural gas system. The proposed construction projects would use sustainable design concepts to the
greatest extent possible, resulting in a more efficient use of energy than current facilities. This more
efficient use of natural gas would likely be a minor difference when compared to the total Base usage of
natural gas. The proposed construction projects would tie into existing gas lines that are sufficient to meet
demands and would not require the construction of new lines.

Sanitary Sewer System. Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in minor impacts on the
Base’s sanitary sewer system. The proposed construction projects would tie into existing sanitary sewer
lines that are sufficient to meet projected demands of the additional 1,175 personnel. The proposed
construction projects would use sustainable design concepts to the greatest extent possible. This more
efficient use of the sewer system would likely be a minor difference compared with the total Base usage.

Stormwater Drainage System. The implementation of the Proposed Action would result in an
approximate 99,506 ft* (approximately 2.2 acres) net increase in impervious surface which would affect
the stormwater drainage system (Section 4.6 Water Resources). The proposed construction activities
would require modifications to the installation storm drainage system (e.g., drainage ditches and basins)
and an update to the SWPPP in order to properly manage storm water. Site drainage would be addressed
within the updated SWPPP such that there would be no deleterious impacts to receiving waters as a result
of implementing the Proposed Action. Additionally, repairing the eastside drainage project (120) would
reduce excess stormwater flow and prevent standing water in low areas on the east side of the Base.

Construction of new buildings and parking lots would create the opportunity to incorporate stormwater
management features and bioretention devices into the design of the project. Options such as detention
basins and infiltration structures would be considered during the design phase in accordance with the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Scott AFB, 2004a).

Solid Waste Management. Short-term, direct, minor adverse effects would result from increased
municipal solid waste production during construction. Solid waste generated from the proposed
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construction and demolition activities would consist of building materials such as solid pieces of concrete,
metals (conduit, piping, and wiring), and lumber.

Analysis of effects associated with implementation of the Proposed Action is based on the following
assumptions: (1) approximately 3.89 pounds of construction debris are generated for each square foot of
floor area for new structures and (2) approximately 155 pounds of demolition debris are generated for
each square foot of floor area for nonresidential structures (EPA, 1998). Table 4-7 depicts the estimated
tonnage of construction and demolition (C&D) waste that would be generated under the Proposed Action.

Table 4-7. Project Construction and Demolition Waste Generated for Proposed Action

Type of C&D Waste Total C&D Waste (tons)
Construction 2,344
Demolition 77,348
Total 79,692

Source: SAIC, 2006

Approximately 79,692 tons of C&D waste would be generated from implementing the Proposed Action.
Contractors would be required to recycle C&D waste to the greatest extent possible as part of Base policy.
With adequate available landfill capacity within the surrounding area, these quantities would not cause an
adverse impact to area landfills.

Transportation System. Implementation of the Proposed Action would require the delivery of materials
and the removal of debris from C&D sites. Construction traffic would comprise a small percentage of the
total existing traffic. Many of the vehicles would be driven to and kept on-site for the duration of the
project, resulting in relatively few additional trips. Potential increases in traffic volume associated with
implementation of the Proposed Action would be temporary. All road and lane closures would be
coordinated with the Transportation Squadron and Airfield Management and would be temporary in
nature; therefore no adverse impact on the transportation system is anticipated.

Potable Water System. Implementing the Proposed Action would result in the increase of approximately
1,175 personnel, resulting in an increase in water consumption. The proposed construction projects would
tie into existing water infrastructure that is sufficient to meet the proposed increased demands.
Additionally, the Proposed Action would implement sustainable design concepts to the greatest extent
possible that would minimize the minor increase in water consumption.

4.11 Hazardous Materials and Waste

4.11.1 Significance Criteria

The qualitative and quantitative assessment of impacts focuses on how and to what degree the alternatives
would affect hazardous materials usage and management, hazardous waste generation and management,
and waste disposal. The assessment considers the potential for increase in the quantity or toxicity of
hazardous substances used or generated. Significant impacts could result if a substantial increase in
human health risk or environmental exposure was generated at a level that cannot be mitigated to
acceptable standards.

Impacts to hazardous materials and waste management would be considered significant if the action
resulted in the generation of 100 kilograms (or more) of hazardous waste or one kilogram (or more) of an
acutely hazardous waste in a calendar month, resulting in increased regulatory requirements or if
implementation of the Proposed Action resulted in a spill or release of a reportable quantity of a
hazardous substance as defined by the USEPA in 40 CFR Part 302. Impacts would also be considered
significant if the action resulted in manufacturing, use, or storage of a compound that requires notifying
the pertinent regulatory agency according to Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act or
the action resulted in an increase in the potential for exposure of the environment or public to any
hazardous material and/or waste through release or disposal practices.
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4.11.2 Environmental Consequences

Hazardous Materials. Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action would require the
temporary use of certain hazardous materials such as sealants, primers, paints, solvents, and preservatives.
The construction equipment proposed for this project would utilize various fuels, coolants, lubricating
oils, and hydraulic fluids. Hazardous materials and petroleum products associated with Scott AFB
operations would continue to be managed in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations, as
well as existing Scott AFB procedures. If spilled or leaked onto the construction site, these could be
regulated as hazardous substances. During construction, contractors would be required to conduct daily
equipment inspections to minimize the potential for a release of hazardous substances. In addition,
contractors would be required to store all fuels and other materials in appropriate containers in designated
locations. Furthermore, the maintenance or repair of construction equipment would not be conducted on
Scott AFB.

Hazardous Wastes. Under the Proposed Action, Scott AFB would continue to perform the same functions
as it is currently assigned. Because aircraft maintenance, vehicle maintenance, and facility maintenance
would remain the same or slightly higher as under current operations, the amount of hazardous and
petroleum wastes generated would generally remain the same over the long term. Although some
additional hazardous and petroleum wastes would be generated by construction activities, generation of
these wastes would occur only for the short duration of the construction activities and would be managed
in compliance with all applicable regulations.

Under the Proposed Action, construction and future operation of the proposed facilities would not have a
substantial impact on the use, storage, or generation of hazardous wastes at the installation. If a contractor
cannot avoid the generation of hazardous waste, the contractor would be responsible for the final
disposition of those materials per contract specifications and environmental laws.

Under the Proposed Action, training requirements and aircraft sortie levels would remain the same as
current operations and the amount of hazardous and petroleum wastes generated from those operations
would remain the same over the long term. The new and remodeled facilities would be constructed with
berms and drains leading to oil-water separators, if required, to contain releases of petroleum products.
Hazardous materials and waste management plans would be updated, as necessary, as successive
construction projects are completed.

Asbestos and Lead-Based paint (LBP). Several demolition projects are proposed as part of the Proposed
Action. Given the various ages of the buildings to be demolished it is likely that asbestos containing
materials (ACM) and LBP would be present in some of the structures. It is anticipated that the costs
associated with abatement will affect the overall demolition costs associated with that structure. If
asbestos is present, a licensed abatement contractor would remove all friable asbestos materials from the
buildings prior to demolition. Scott AFB would ensure the contractor’s compliance with the Scott AFB
Asbestos Management Plan (Scott AFB, 2000a) and the asbestos operations plan (Scott AFB, 2000b). If
lead-based paint is found to be present, a licensed contractor would be retained to conduct an evaluation
and determine disposal alternatives.

Pollution Prevention. Solid waste generated from implementation of the Proposed Action would consist
of building materials such as drywall, solid pieces of concrete, metals (conduit, piping, and wiring), and
lumber. Arrangements by the contractor would be made for the storage, disposal, or recycling of C&D
debris at a licensed disposal facility. Contractors would be required to recycle C&D debris to the greatest
extent possible in accordance with the Base policy. All solid waste would be disposed of in accordance
with applicable federal, state, local, and USAF regulations. With adequate available landfill capacity in
the surrounding area, these quantities would not cause adverse impacts to the capacity of the area landfill
(Section 4.10.2).

Environmental Restoration Program. With regard to the ERP sites, the Proposed Action includes the
construction of facilities within or near four ERP sites (Figure 3-3); however, it is anticipated that these
sites will be remediated or land use controls will be in place prior to the initiation of construction
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activities. Construction projects within the northern portion of AOC 23 are scheduled for completion after
a preliminary remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) have been completed. No construction
would occur prior to the completion of an RI/FS. Sites SS-16 and OT-09 are currently both undergoing
remediation activities. AOC14 was excavated and contaminated soil was removed for the construction of
126 ARW facilities. However, land use controls such as restrictions on groundwater use may be
established for this site. The construction of future projects is not anticipated to impact hazardous
materials at these sites. Potential lead contamination in AOC 19 is primarily confined to the residential
portions of the historic district and is not anticipated to be impacted by the construction/repairs associated
with the eastside drainage project (120). Although it is anticipated that these sites will be either controlled
with land use restrictions or remediated prior to construction, worker protection from potential hazardous
materials should still be evaluated and discussed in an appropriate health and safety work plan (HSWP)
prior to any new construction. Based on this evaluation, it might be necessary for construction workers to
utilize proper personal protective equipment (PPE) per the HSWP while excavating or working near some
of the sites mentioned above.

4.12 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and there would be no
effect on noise, air quality, geological resources, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources,
socioeconomics, and hazardous materials and waste. However, with the No Action Alternative, some
facilities in their current locations would be inconsistent with proposed future land use (Table 4-3). For
example, many of the Base civil engineering maintenance facilities are located in an area that is proposed
for administrative space. Future land use, as proposed in the Scott AFB General Plan (2004b), would
enhance Scott AFB operations by concentrating similar areas of activities and eliminating underutilized
arecas. With the No Action Alternative, some activities with similar functions such as administration,
community service, and housing, would continue to be dispersed which would reduce the overall
organization and effectiveness of Base operations.

Additionally, there are operational units that are dispersed throughout different buildings on the
installation. Inefficient work conditions would continue to exist for the 375" Operations Group as this
Group is currently located in 22 different facilities on Base. Current customer service centers are also at
separate locations for military and civilian personnel. With the No Action Alternative, customer service to
military and civilian personnel and retirees and spouses would continue to be inefficient.

Numerous existing facilities are too small to support mission requirements. With the No Action
Alternative, overcrowded work conditions would continue to exist at these facilities. Overcrowded work
conditions would slow down productivity and reduce the effectiveness of Base operations.

With the No Action Alternative, some unsafe conditions would continue to exist. Unused buildings
scheduled for demolition would continue to degrade creating unsafe conditions. Building 3190, six holes
of the golf course, and portions of the jogging track would continue to exist within the airfield clear zone.
Dormitory Buildings 1810, 1820, and 1830 would remain non compliant with AT/FP guidelines.

With the No Action Alternative, the east side of the Base and some associated buildings would continue
to flood during periods of heavy rain.

In general, implementation of the No Action Alternative would require that the 375 AW continue to
operate under substandard, inefficient, and in some cases, unsafe conditions. Implementation of the No
Action Alternative would require that the 375 AW continue to operate using existing infrastructure under,
in some cases, substandard and inefficient conditions.
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5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND IRREVERSIBLE AND
IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

5.1 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts to environmental resources result from incremental effects of an action when
combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the ROI. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial, actions undertaken over a period
of time by various agencies (federal, state, and local) or individuals. In accordance with NEPA, a
discussion of cumulative impacts resulting from projects that are proposed (or anticipated over the
foreseeable future) is required.

To identify cumulative effects, the analysis needs to address two fundamental questions:

1. Does a relationship exist such that affected resource areas of the Proposed Action or alternatives
might interact with the affected resource areas of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions?

2. If such a relationship exists, then does an EA reveal any potentially significant impacts not
identified when the Proposed Action is considered alone?

The scope of the cumulative effects analysis involves both the geographic extent of the effects and the
time frame in which the effects could be expected to occur, as well as a description of what resources
could potentially be cumulatively affected.

When addressing cumulative impacts on wetlands and waters of the U.S., the geographic extent for the
cumulative effects analysis is the watershed in which the Proposed Action and alternatives have the
potential to impact, primarily concentrating on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions on and
within Scott AFB and the surrounding ecosystem.

When addressing cumulative impacts on noise quality, the geographic extent for the cumulative effects
analysis is the ROI in which the Proposed Action and alternatives have the potential to impact, primarily
concentrating on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions near the southwestern boundary of
Scott AFB. The time frame for cumulative effects analysis centers on the timing of the Proposed Action
and would continue into the foreseeable future; in addition, actions with the potential to impact wetlands
and waters of the U.S. that were implemented within the past four years were included for analysis.

For the purposes of this analysis, the temporal span of the Proposed Action is five years and impacts were
assessed as if the projects would occur within that five year period. For most resources, the spatial area
for consideration of cumulative effects is Scott AFB with the exception of impacts on air quality which
considers the County of St. Clair as the ROI. Similarly, impacts on resources and conditions of activities
attributable to other actions within the ROI would not augment the direct and indirect effects of the
installation development at Scott AFB to the extent that they would significantly increase their effect.

The 375 AW updates facilities at Scott AFB on a continual basis. While it is not practical to catalog all
minor projects that could occur over the short-term, the major projects in the ROI have been analyzed as
the Proposed Action in the IDEA. Planning efforts in the ROI include the actions described within this
EA, as well as those additional projects that are ongoing, or planned outside of the boundaries of Scott
AFB. Additional projects within the ROI are discussed below.

Currently ongoing and other actions proposed over the next five years at Scott AFB are shown in Table
5-1. Military family housing privatization is one of the on-going projects located both at Scott AFB and
within the surrounding community. The privatization of military housing at Scott AFB includes the
demolition of 352 units on Base and the construction of 381 new units off-base. A previous
environmental assessment conducted in 2005 concluded that there are no significant adverse impacts
associated with this housing privatization (USAF, 2005) but it is included in this section to recognize
potential cumulative impacts.
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As an active military installation, Scott AFB and its tenant organizations undergo changes in mission and
training requirements in response to defense policies, current threats, and tactical and technological
advances, and as such, require new construction, facility improvements, infrastructure upgrades, and
ongoing maintenance and repairs on a continual basis. Although such known construction and upgrades
are a part of the analysis contained in this section, some future requirements cannot be predicted. As those
requirements surface, future NEPA analysis would be conducted, as necessary.

Table 5-1. Ongoing and Proposed Projects at Scott AFB

Project Name/Description Area Anticipated Fiscal Year
(approximate ft ) for Implementation

On-going Projects*

Construct Explosive Ordnance Disposal Facility 6,405 On-going

Demolition of Various Buildings (800, 853, 854, 855, 58,978 On-going

878, 3164, 4141, 4157)
Proposed Projects over the Next Five Years

Construct Security Forces Warehouse 6,000 2006-07
Construct C-40 Squadron Operations Facility 21,000 2006-07
Construct a Security Forces Complex 33,906 2007
Construct an Administrative Facility for Headquarters 210,000 2007-08
AMC and Headquarters USTC, Phase I and 11
Construct a Dormitory for 144 Enlisted Personnel 51,150 2007-08
Total Square Footage 387,439

(9.0 acres)

*Housing privatization is not included in this table because this action is being privately funded and conducted by a private entity.
Source: SAIC, 2006

The goal of the IDEA is to document the known projects proposed at Scott AFB in support of their
mission and the mission of tenant units; provide an environmental analysis of these projects; and prepare
to implement the appropriate facility improvements as funds become available. It is quite likely that
during the course of the next five years, additional projects not included in this analysis may be required.
The nature of the military today is that missions are dynamic and planners at the installation level must be
proactive in addressing potential impacts associated with these changes.

Noise. Construction noise emanating off-site as a result of the Proposed Action, the housing privatization
and the activities listed in Table 5-1 would probably be noticeable in the immediate construction site
vicinity, but would not be expected to create long term adverse impacts. The acoustic environment on and
near the airfield property is expected to remain relatively unchanged from existing conditions under
proposed activities. Cumulative impacts from noise would be expected to be minimal.

Land Use. The proposed construction and demolition projects described under the Proposed Action, the
housing privatization and the activities listed in Table 5-1 are expected to enhance overall installation
planning and compatibility of functions at Scott AFB. Some existing incompatibilities would be
corrected. Cumulative impacts to land use are expected to be minimal.

Air Quality. In general, combustive and fugitive dust emissions from proposed construction and
demolition activities under the Proposed Action, the housing privatization and those activities listed in
Table 5-1 would produce localized, elevated air pollutant concentrations that would occur for a short
duration and would not result in any long-term impacts on the air quality of St. Clair County or AQCR
70. Cumulative impacts to air quality in the County and the AQCR are expected to be minimal.

Safety. Implementation of the Proposed Action, the housing privatization or the activities listed in Table
5-1, do involve ground activities that could expose workers performing the required site preparation,
grading, and building construction to some risk. Strict adherence to all applicable occupational safety
requirements would minimize the relatively low risk associated with these construction activities. All
projects have been sited outside any quantity-distance arcs, as appropriate. Additionally, the proposed
projects would include measures to enhance and correct AT/FP shortfalls as part of the facility designs.
Cumulative impacts to safety are expected to be minimal.
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Geologic Resources. In addition to the development over the course of the construction program
associated with the Proposed Action, up to an additional nine acres of surface disturbance could result
over the next five years from ongoing construction associated with projects with the boundaries of Scott
AFB (Table 5-1). The grading of existing soil and placement of structural fill for new facilities would not
substantially alter existing soil conditions at the installation because, to a large extent, the construction
described above is planned for areas where surface disturbance has previously occurred. BMPs would be
used to limit soil movement, stabilize runoff, and control sedimentation. Housing privatization activities
outside of the boundaries of Scott AFB are anticipated to impact over 100 acres of soil. Relative
cumulative impacts due to the Proposed Action to geologic resources are expected to be minimal.

Water Resources. In addition to a net increase of approximately 2.2 acres of impervious surface that
would result under the Proposed Action, up to an additional nine acres of impervious surface would be
added as a result of the projects listed in Table 5-1. To a large extent, the construction described above is
planned for areas that already contain a large amount of impervious surface, and therefore much of the
proposed construction would occur on already impervious surfaces. In addition, measures to mitigate
flooding and decrease sediment and chemical loading into nearby tributaries would be evaluated during
the design of each of the projects included as part of the Proposed Action. These measures could include
detention basins, vegetated swales, bio-retention devices, micropools, dry detention basins or wet ponds.
The Scott AFB SWPPP would be updated to include these projects and would obtain, as appropriate,
coverage under an NPDES Construction Storm Water permit from the Illinois EPA. Adherence to the
requirements of the permit would include implementation of BMPs to minimize the potential for exposed
soils or other contaminants from construction activities to reach nearby surface waters. It is expected that
cumulative impacts to water resources would be minimal. When compared to the potential impacts of the
housing privatization on water resources the potential impacts of the Proposed Action are minimal.

Biological Resources. In general, the Proposed Action and the projects listed in Table 5-1 are at sites that
are highly altered by man. No cumulative impacts to federal or state listed species are anticipated. The
Base Environmental Management Flight would coordinate, as necessary, with the USFWS prior to
implementation of construction activities to ensure that impacts to sensitive species do not occur.
Cumulative impacts to biological resources are expected to be minimal.

Cultural Resources. Activities associated with either the Proposed Action, the housing privatization or
the projects listed in Table 5-1 are not expected to impact archaeological, architectural or traditional
resources. Cumulative impacts to cultural resources are expected to be minimal.

Socioeconomics. Activities associated with the Proposed Action, the housing privatization or the projects
listed in Table 5-1 are not expected to have any major adverse impacts on the economy in the ROI.
Additionally these projects are not expected to create adverse environmental or health effects and
therefore no disproportionately high or adverse impacts to minority, low-income, or youth populations are
expected. Cumulative impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice are expected to be minimal.

Infrastructure. The proposed construction and demolition projects associated with the Proposed Action,
the housing privatization, or those actions listed in Table 5-1 would result in some temporary interruption
of utility services and minor hindrance of transportation and circulation during construction activities.
These impacts would be temporary, occurring only for the duration of the construction period. In general,
infrastructure at Scott AFB would improve under these actions. Cumulative impacts to infrastructure are
expected to be minimal.

Hazardous Materials and Waste. The proposed construction and demolition projects associated with the
Proposed Action, the housing privatization, or those actions listed in Table 5-1, would generate
construction and demolition waste that would be recycled and/or taken to a local demolition landfill, as
appropriate. There are no capacity issues associated with the existing landfills. Hazardous materials and
wastes would be handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. Some ACM,
LBP, and contaminated soils associated with ERP sites would be removed and disposed of per applicable
regulations. On other sites, engineered caps or other LUCs may be used. Cumulative impacts as a result
of hazardous materials and waste management are expected to be minimal.
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5.2 Irreversible and Irretrievable Impacts

NEPA CEQ regulations require environmental analyses to identify “...any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources that would be involved in the Proposed Action should it be implemented” (40
CFR Section 1502.16). Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of
nonrenewable resources and the effects the uses of these resources have on future generations.
Irreversible effects primarily result from the use or destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energy and
minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time frame. Building construction material such as
gravel and gasoline usage for construction equipment would constitute the consumption of non-renewable
resources.

The primary irretrievable impacts of the Proposed Action would involve the use of energy, labor,
materials and funds, and the conversion of some lands from an undeveloped condition through the
construction of buildings and facilities. However, all of the land proposed to be utilized has been
developed in the past. Irretrievable impacts would occur as a result of construction, facility operation,
and maintenance activities. The irretrievable loss of energy, labor, materials and funds associated with
implementation of the Proposed Action would be inconsequential to the amount of these resources
currently available and being used in other areas around Scott AFB. Direct losses of biological
productivity and the use of natural resources from these impacts would be inconsequential.
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6 LIST OF PREPARERS
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Table A-1. Proposed Demolition Projects

Map

Project
Number

Project Title

Year
Proposed

Total Area
Removed (ft?)

Project Description

cD2*

VDYD943015
RI

Demolish Building 505

2009

19,332

This facility has consistent roof problems and the HVAC
is inadequate for the building. The building has recurring
flooding problems that require work stoppages during
periods of high rainfall. Once the new Squadron
Operations Facility is completed 375" Operations Group
personnel will move out of Building 505 and allow it to be
demolished.

CD17*

VDYD050109

Demolish Bldgs 1520,
1521, and 1523

2009

30,236

Building demolition is associated with the construction of
the Distribution and Deployment Processing Center.
Buildings would be demolished prior to construction.

CD19!

VDYDO030156

Demolish Building 1986
and 1987

2009

59,572

Building 1986 is in the footprint of the proposed building
and would be demolished prior to constructing the new
facility. Build 1987 is the current fitness center. This
building would be vacated and demolished up completion
of the new fitness center.

CD21!

VDYDO040216

Demolish Building 3189

2008

63,874

This is a WWII era building that has outlived its
serviceable function. The building would be demolished
upon completion of the new DISA facility.

CD24!

VDYDO040176

Demolish Building 4205

2010

1,298

Building 4205 is an unused facility that is located within
the footprint of the proposed BCE complex.

CD26!

VDYD020183

Demolish Buildings 1192
and 1911

2010

20,599

Buildings 1191 and 1192 are located within the clear zone
at Scott AFB. Once the new clubhouse is completed these
buildings would be vacated and demolished in order to
remove an airfield waver.

CD27*

No Project No.

Demolish Bldgs. 61, 509,
859 and 861

2012

131,994

These buildings are located in the proposed footprint of
the OG HQ Facility. The buildings would be demolished
in order to clear sufficient space for construction of the
new facility.




Table A-1. Proposed Demolition Projects (Cont’d)

Demolish HQ AMC/Admin

This is a temporary modular facility that has exceeded its
life expectancy and needs to be removed to avoid high

D3 VVDYDO000054 | Building 1605 2007 4,704 maintenance costs.
This facility is a WWII vintage building, high in asbestos
content and lead base paint. It also requires high
Demolish Administrative maintenance costs to just keep it unusable in its current
D4 VVDYDO000055 | Facility Bldg 3190 2007 46,540 function.
The majority of mobile homes within this area are vacant.
Demolish Concrete pads in The remaining mobile homes would be removed in order
D5 VDYDO000056 | Clear Zone 2009 6,400 to prepare for construction of the CE complex.
Facility is no longer in use and has fallen into disrepair.
Demolish Shredder There are trees growing through it and it has become a
D7 VDYD020241 | Building 3283 2009 250 base eyesore as well as a maintenance problem.
Facilities, mainly WWII wooden buildings need to be
demolished to rid the base of outdated, high maintenance
D8 VDYDO021015 | Demolish Facility 741 2010 3,800 facilities and provide land space for future development.
This runway is no longer utilized and will be demolished
D9 VDYDO040163 | Demolish Taxiway J 2008 218,570 in order to comply with flight line restrictions.
These are two small buildings located in clear zone. The
New Munitions Facility Constructed and Prior Storage
Buildings (Bldgs 3210 and 3207) no longer meet
Demolish Buildings 3207 necessary requirements. The buildings would be
D11 | vVDYDO040301 | and 3210 2007 578 demolished to remove the airfield waiver.
D12 | VDYDO040304 | Demolish Building 799 2007 2,688 This facility has outlived its serviceable function.
D13 | VDYDO040306 | Demolish Building 3273 2011 9,000 This facility has outlived its serviceable function.
D14 | vVDYDO040307 | Demolish Building 3277 2010 9,267 This facility has outlived its serviceable function.
Demolish Asphalt
D15 | VDYDO040316 | Pavement Old South Dr. 2006 64,000 This road is no longer serviceable and is no longer in use.
Demolish Aero Club
D16 | VDYD991017 | Building 3183 2011 2,304 This facility has outlived its serviceable function.
Demolish US
TRANSCOM, Building
D17 | No Project No. | 1961 2007 246,234 This facility has outlived its serviceable function.
Demolish Chapel 2,
D18 | No Project No. | Building 5713 2007 12,904 This facility has outlived its serviceable function.
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Proposed Demolition Projects (Cont’d)

Demolish Medical

This facility is a WWII era, wood frame building that has
outlived its serviceable function. A new modern
warehouse is being constructed to replace this facility.
Once the new warehouse is complete the facility would be

D19 | No Project No. | Warehouse 3270 2007 9,150 demolished.
This facility is a WWII era, wood frame building that has
outlived its serviceable function. A new modern
warehouse is being constructed to replace this facility.
Demolish Medical Once the new warehouse is complete the facility would be
D20 | No Project No. | Warehouse 3272 2007 9,150 demolished.
This facility is a WWII era, wood frame building that has
outlived its serviceable function. A new modern
warehouse is being constructed to replace this facility.
Demolish Medical Once the new warehouse is complete the facility would be
D21 No Project No. | Warehouse 3275 2007 9,150 demolished.
This facility is a WWII era, wood frame building that has
outlived its serviceable function. A new modern
warehouse is being constructed to replace this facility.
Demolish Medical Once the new warehouse is complete the facility would be
D22 | No Project No. | Warehouse 3279 2007 9,150 demolished.

! These demolition projects are associated with a construction project and therefore have the same Project Number.




Table A-2. Proposed Construction Projects

Map Project Project Title Year Total Area Project Description
ID Number Proposed Constructed
(ft%)
The Air National Guards (ANG) current communication facility does
not have adequate space to meet the increased demand for up to date
Construct Intel communication equipment. Construction of this facility would allow the
C1 VDYDO052055 | Facility 2012 15,000 ANG to install needed equipment.
CcD2' | vDYD943015 | Construct 2009 57,953 The 375th Operations Group is currently scattered throughout the base in
RI Squadron a variety of WW 11 era facilities at least 50 years old. The majority of
Operations personnel are working in spaces much smaller authorized under current
Facility/Demo Air Force guidelines. There is insufficient space to accommodate the
Building 505 Wing Command Center. The effectiveness of operation is directly
hindered by current space inadequacies and dispersion of activities. This
project will consolidate all squadron operations functions under one
roof.
The present capacity of the child development centers on Scott AFB can
provide only 35% of the total space/care requirements for children of
working parents. Department of Defense Guidelines calculate Scott
AFB total number of children needing childcare at 1,184. The two
existing facilities can accommodate 392 children, which is the maximum
allowed in accordance with MIL-Handbook 1,190 space criteria of 75
square feet per child. The demand for a responsive, dependable, and
Construct Child well managed facility remains high. Available local community
Development facilities lack convenience, especially for single parents assigned or
C3 VDYD953021 [ Center 2008 24,219 employed at Scott.
Failure to construct this facility would result in continued operations
Doom Bay with a degraded mission capability that is a direct result of inclement
Addition and weather, which in turn caused numerous work stoppages and leaves vital
C4 VDYDO030284 [ Brick Installation 2006 5,400 AMC equipment without storage.
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Construct Steel The ANG requires additional storage space for various equipment.
C7 VDYD052050 | Pole Barn 2012 3,000
The POL Operations Facility is undersized and lacks adequate security.
The HVAC system is grossly undersized and does not ventilate
correctly. It has problems keeping the POL lab at the proper
temperature and JP-8 fumes are frequently present throughout the
facility. The current shop area is 320 square feet (16%) under the
Construct authorized requirements. There is also very little space for
Addition at administration storage. The main entrance to the building creates a
Petroleum Oil security problem.
C9 VDYD052042 | Lubricant Facility 2006 320
Addition to The current communication facility is undersized and does not meet the
Communication requirements of the Air National Guard. This facility would be
Cl1 | vVDYDO039182 | Facility 2010 3,200 constructed adjacent to the existing facility.
Manning at the 375 AES has increased by 40%. The current AES is
housed in Bldg 505. This facility has consistent roof problems and the
Construct HVAC is inadequate for the building. The building has recurring
Aeromedical flooding problems that require work stoppages during periods of high
Evacuation rainfall. Overall Wing mission accomplishment is severely hindered by
C12 | vDYDO040181 | Facility 2009 21,635 the space inadequacies and a substandard work environment.
The current force protection surrounding the dorms is not up to the most
AT/FP for Dorms recent Air Force Guidelines. Implementation of this project would
C13 | vDYD040289 | 1810, 1820, 1830 2006 0 correct those deficiencies.
A centralized deployment center is required that will allow deploying
personnel and equipment to be handled at one location adjacent to the
flightline. The facility will house the XP offices and will serve as the
Deployment Control Center and the Air Passenger Terminal (APT). The
building will be the location of the Scott AFB Passenger Terminal for
routing traffic usage. This requires relocation into a building that will
Construct satisfy force protection guidelines for a Passenger Terminal. The
Distribution and proposed facility will double as the APT in times of deployment, and
Deployment will collocate all mobility processing into a single building. Force
Processing protection measures will be incorporated in accordance with USAF
CcD17' | VDYD050109 | Center 2009 27,437 Installation Force Protection Guides.




Table A-2. Proposed Construction Projects (Cont’d)

CD19*

VDYDO030156

Construct New
Fitness
Center/Demolish
Buildings 1986
and 1987

2009

130,243

The current facility is undersized and cannot provide space to meet the
demonstrated need for intramural and base-wide sport activities.
Inefficiencies include lack of positive ventilation, deteriorated lighting
and electrical systems. Without a new fitness center the physical
conditioning and recreational programs will continue to be limited due to
facility shortcomings. Base personnel will continue to use substandard,
inefficient, and over crowded physical fitness facilities which will
adversely impact military fitness and readiness requirements. The
health, physical well being and moral that are essential to the
development and retention of personnel will continue to suffer. Current
programs will have to be curtailed, and some deleted due to poorly
configured and inadequate facilities. Expensive renovations and repairs
will have to perpetually be made for the fitness center to continue
operations. Customers will continue to be inconvenienced and the
problem will become worse as other missions move to Scott AFB. This
adversely impacts the overall Base mission in addition to morale and
retention of highly trained, professional, and qualified Air Force
personnel and the overall base mission.

CcD21*

VDYD040216

Construct New
DISA Facility
and Parking Area

2008

378,906

DISA CONUS is currently overcrowded in building 3189. No further
expansion is possible due to runway/clear zone restrictions.
Additionally, the useful life of the building ends in the year 2013. DISA
Headquarter has requested these three DISA entities be consolidated into
one facility on Scott AFB.

C23

VDYD040176

Construct B-
3175 to New
Location

2006

120

The current building is located within in the flightline clear zone. The
building needs to be moved in order to eliminate a clear zone waiver.

CD24*

VDYD030153

Construct New
BCE Complex
and Parking Area

2010

90,064

Currently 375 CES is working out of twenty-two non-contiguous
buildings. To plan and coordinate a project for a customer BCE
personnel must coordinate work though offices scattered in multiple
facilities. The buildings were constructed in the 1930s, 1940s, and
1950s. These buildings are outdated, have a poor functional layout, and
the many of the HVAC systems are not functioning correctly. Some
flights are located in separate offices because of poor functional layout
and improper room sizes.
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Construct Golf
Clubhouse/Realign

Currently six holes of the Base golf course are located within the
flightline clear zone. Construction of six new holes outsides of the
flightline will allow the removal of the flightline waiver for the current
golf course and maintain a properly sited and landscaped course to

CD26' | VDYDO020183 | Course (6 holes) 2010 20,000 accommodate the recreational needs of base personnel.
Construct OG Headquarters Facility for the 375 AW to be located in the
former CE Complex area. This HQ Facility may also include the 932
Construct OG HQ AW Operations Group functions.
CD27" | No Project No. | (375th) Facility 2012 51,215
C31 No Project No. | Construct 2008 215,000 The implementation of BRAC at Scott AFB involves an influx of 1,100
Permanent SDDC new personnel to the base. No current facilities would be able to

Facility (2005
BRAC-Action)

accommaodate the new personnel.

" These construction projects are associated with a demolition project and therefore have the same Project Number




Table A-3. Proposed Infrastructure Projects

Map

Project
Number

Project Title

Year
Proposed

Total
Project Size
(ft")

11

VDYD020216

Construct Parking Lot Building 57

2006

22,500

Project Description

The current area used for parking in Building 57 is the
foundation of the former Vehicle Maintenance facility.
Bases of the walls are protruding from the ground and metal
tracks from old equipment are still present in the ground.
The presence of these obstacles hinders the use of the lot as
a parking facility. Construction of a parking lot would
remove these obstacles and repave the lot.

13

VDYD720489

Install Hydrant And Distribution
Water Lines near Building 1192

2006

22,000

Implementation of this project would correct a code
violation in the existing water distribution system.

VDYDO030467

Move Existing Jogging Path outside
Clear Zone (Net 0 impervious area.)

2006

7,185

Relocation of the jogging path would remove a flight line
waiver at Scott AFB.

VDYD040255

Install Catch Basin Behind Pavilion
near Building 382

2006

500

Installation of a catch basin would eliminate standing water
that is located adjacent to a pavilion and playground.

113

VDYD050227

Expand Parking Lots (Across from
Buildings 460/450)

2006

29,997

The existing parking lots support the current occupants of
buildings 450, 352 and 350. With the expansion of the
flying mission at Scott AFB the number of personnel using
these parking areas will significantly increase. Also, a
significant portion of the current parking will be removed
with the installation of the new 932nd ARW buildings. The
current parking lots will not sustain all the personnel in
these facilities.

114

VDYD006400

Renovate Family Camp

2009

9,000

The current family camp sites 1 to 24 were built 20 years
ago and cannot adequately accommodate the newer RV
models. Current slots in the camp are rocked and create
safety hazards during storms due to muddy conditions.
Additionally, the current 24 spaces do not meet the demand
for RV slots at the Base.

120

VDYDO050111

Repair Eastside Drainage

2008

70,000

Existing stormwater infrastructure is 50 years old or greater
and undersized, causing major backup and flooding in
periods of heavy rain. Significant wing money must be
allocated annually to the repair of flooded buildings in this
area.
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Appendix B
Applicable Laws, Regulations, Policies, and Planning Criteria

When considering the affected environment, the various physical, biological, economic, and
social environmental factors must be considered. In addition to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), there are other environmental laws and Executive Orders (EOs) to be
considered when preparing environmental analyses. These laws are summarized below.

Noise

The Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Program, (Air Force Instruction [AFI] 32-
7063), provides guidance to air bases and local communities in planning land uses compatible
with airfield operations. The AICUZ program describes existing aircraft noise and flight safety
zones on and near U.S. Air Force (USAF) installations.

Land Use

Land use planning in the USAF is guided by Land Use Planning Bulletin, Base Comprehensive
Planning (HQ USAF/LEEVX, August 1, 1986). This document provides for the use of 12 basic
land use types found on an Air Force installation. In addition, land use guidelines established by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and based on findings of the
Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) are used to recommend acceptable levels of
noise exposure for land use.

Air Quality

The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, and Amendments of 1977 and 1990 recognize that increases
in air pollution result in danger to public health and welfare. To protect and enhance the quality
of the Nation’s air resources, the CAA authorizes the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) to set six National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) which regulate carbon
monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter pollution
emissions. The CAA seeks to reduce or eliminate the creation of pollutants at their source, and
designates this responsibility to state and local governments. States are directed to utilize
financial and technical assistance as well as leadership from the Federal government to develop
implementation plans to achieve NAAQS. Geographic areas are officially designated by USEPA
as being in attainment or nonattainment to pollutants in relation to their compliance with
NAAQS. Geographic regions established for air quality planning purposes are designated as Air
Quality Control Regions (AQCRs). Pollutant concentration levels are measured at designated
monitoring stations within the AQCR. An area with insufficient monitoring data is designated as
unclassifiable. Section 309 of the CAA authorizes USEPA to review and comment on impact
statements prepared by other agencies.

An agency should consider what effect an action could have on NAAQS due to short-term
increases in air pollution during construction as well as long-term increases resulting from
changes in traffic patterns. For actions in attainment areas, a Federal agency might also be
subject to USEPA’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. These regulations
apply to new major stationary sources and modifications to such sources. Although few agency
facilities will actually emit pollutants, increases in pollution can result from a change in traffic
patterns or volume. Section 118 of the CAA waives Federal immunity from complying with the
CAA and states all Federal agencies will comply with all Federal- and state-approved
requirements.



Safety

AFI 91-202, USAF Mishap Prevention Program, implements Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD)
91-2, Safety Programs. It establishes mishap prevention program requirements (including the
Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard [BASH] Program), assigns responsibilities for program
elements, and contains program management information. This instruction applies to all USAF
personnel.

AFI 91-301, Air Force Occupational and Environmental Safety, Fire Protection, and Health
(AFOSH) Program, implements AFPD 91-3, Occupational Safety and Health, by outlining the
AFOSH Program. The purpose of the AFOSH Program is to minimize loss of USAF resources
and to protect USAF personnel from occupational deaths, injuries, or illnesses by managing risks.
In conjunction with the USAF Mishap Prevention Program, these standards ensure all USAF
workplaces meet Federal safety and health requirements. This instruction applies to all USAF
activities.

Water Resources

The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 is an amendment to the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of 1972, is administered by USEPA, and sets the basic structure for regulating discharges of
pollutants into U.S. waters. The CWA requires USEPA to establish water quality standards for
specified contaminants in surface waters and forbids the discharge of pollutants from a point
source into navigable waters without a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. NPDES permits are issued by USEPA or the appropriate state if it has assumed
responsibility. Section 404 of the CWA establishes a Federal program to regulate the discharge
of dredge and fill material into waters of the United States. Section 404 permits are issued by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Waters of the United States include interstate and
intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, and wetlands that are used for commerce, recreation, industry,
sources of fish, and other purposes. The objective of the CWA is to restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters. Each agency should consider
the impact on water quality from actions such as the discharge of dredge or fill material into U.S.
waters from construction, or the discharge of pollutants as a result of facility occupation.

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states and USEPA to identify waters not meeting state water-
quality standards and to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). A TMDL is the
maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still be in compliance with state
water-quality standards. After determining TMDLs for impaired waters, states are required to
identify all point and nonpoint sources of pollution in a watershed that are contributing to the
impairment and to develop an implementation plan that will allocate reductions to each source in
order to meet the state standards. The TMDL program is currently the Nation’s most
comprehensive attempt to restore and improve water quality. The TMDL program does not
explicitly require the protection of riparian areas. However, implementation of the TMDL
typically calls for restoration of riparian areas as one of the required management measures for
achieving reductions in nonpoint source pollutant loadings.

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 1974 establishes a Federal program to monitor and
increase the safety of all commercially and publicly supplied drinking water. Congress amended
the SDWA in 1986, mandating dramatic changes in nationwide safeguards for drinking water and
establishing new Federal enforcement responsibility on the part of USEPA. The 1986
amendments to the SDWA require the USEPA to establish Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs), Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGSs), and Best Available Technology (BAT)
treatment techniques for organic, inorganic, radioactive, and microbial contaminants; and
turbidity. MCLGs are maximum concentrations below which no negative human health effects



are known to exist. The 1996 amendments set current Federal MCLs, MCLGs, and BATS for
organic, inorganic, microbiological, and radiological contaminants in public drinking water
supplies.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 provides for a wild and scenic river system by
recognizing the remarkable values of specific rivers of the Nation. These selected rivers and their
immediate environment are preserved in a free-flowing condition, without dams or other
construction. The policy not only protects the water quality of the selected rivers but also
provides for the enjoyment of present and future generations. Any river in a free-flowing
condition is eligible for inclusion, and can be authorized as such by an Act of Congress, an act of
state legislature, or by the Secretary of the Interior upon the recommendation of the governor of
the state(s) through which the river flows.

EO 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977) directs agencies to consider alternatives to
avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in floodplains. An agency may locate a
facility in a floodplain if the head of the agency finds there is no practicable alternative. If it is
found there is no practicable alternative, the agency must minimize potential harm to the
floodplain, and circulate a notice explaining why the action is to be located in the floodplain prior
to taking action. Finally, new construction in a floodplain must apply accepted floodproofing and
flood protection to include elevating structures above the base flood level rather than filling in
land.

Biological Resources

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 establishes a Federal program to conserve, protect,
and restore threatened and endangered plants and animals and their habitats. The ESA
specifically charges Federal agencies with the responsibility of using their authority to conserve
threatened and endangered species. All Federal agencies must ensure any action they authorize,
fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or
threatened species or result in the destruction of critical habitat for these species, unless the
agency has been granted an exemption. The Secretary of the Interior, using the best available
scientific data, determines which species are officially endangered or threatened, and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) maintains the list. A list of Federal endangered species can
be obtained from the Endangered Species Division, USFWS (703-358-2171). States might also
have their own lists of threatened and endangered species which can be obtained by calling the
appropriate State Fish and Wildlife office. Some species, such as the bald eagle, also have laws
specifically for their protection (e.g., Bald Eagle Protection Act).

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, as amended, implements treaties and
conventions between the United States, Canada, Japan, Mexico, and the former Soviet Union for
the protection of migratory birds. Unless otherwise permitted by regulations, the MBTA makes it
unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill; attempt to take, capture or kill; possess, offer to or
sell, barter, purchase, deliver, or cause to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried, or
received any migratory bird, part, nest, egg, or product, manufactured or not. The MBTA also
makes it unlawful to ship, transport or carry from one state, territory or district to another, or
through a foreign country, any bird, part, nest, or egg that was captured, killed, taken, shipped,
transported, or carried contrary to the laws from where it was obtained; and import from Canada
any bird, part, nest, or egg obtained contrary to the laws of the province from which it was
obtained. The U.S. Department of the Interior has authority to arrest, with or without a warrant, a
person violating the MBTA.

EO 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (March 5, 1970) states that the
President, with assistance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), will lead a national



effort to provide leadership in protecting and enhancing the environment for the purpose of
sustaining and enriching human life.  Federal agencies are directed to meet national
environmental goals through their policies, programs, and plans. Agencies should also
continually monitor and evaluate their activities to protect and enhance the quality of the
environment. Consistent with NEPA, agencies are directed to share information about existing or
potential environmental problems with all interested parties, including the public, in order to
obtain their views.

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands (May 24, 1977) directs agencies to consider alternatives to
avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in wetlands. Federal agencies are to avoid
new construction in wetlands, unless the agency finds there is no practicable alternative to
construction in the wetland, and the proposed construction incorporates all possible measures to
limit harm to the wetland. Agencies should use economic and environmental data, agency
mission statements, and any other pertinent information when deciding whether or not to build in
wetlands. EO 11990 directs each agency to provide for early public review of plans for
construction in wetlands.

EO 13186, Conservation of Migratory Birds (January 10, 2001) creates a more comprehensive
strategy for the conservation of migratory birds by the Federal government. EO 13186 provides a
specific framework for the Federal government’s compliance with its treaty obligations to
Canada, Mexico, Russia, and Japan. EO 13186 provides broad guidelines on conservation
responsibilities and requires the development of more detailed guidance in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU). EO 13186 will be coordinated and implemented by the USFWS. The
MOU will outline how Federal agencies will promote conservation of migratory birds. EO 13186
requires the support of various conservation planning efforts already in progress; incorporation of
bird conservation considerations into agency planning, including NEPA analyses; and reporting
annually on the level of take of migratory birds.

Cultural Resources

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 and Amendments of 1994 recognize that
freedom of religion for all people is an inherent right, and traditional American Indian religions
are an indispensable and irreplaceable part of Indian life. It also recognized the lack of Federal
policy on this issue and made it the policy of the United States to protect and preserve the
inherent right of religious freedom for Native Americans. The 1994 Amendments provide clear
legal protection for the use of peyote cactus as a religious sacrament. Federal agencies are
responsible for evaluating their actions and policies to determine if changes should be made to
protect and preserve the religious cultural rights and practices of Native Americans. These
evaluations must be made in consultation with native traditional religious leaders.

The Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 protects archaeological resources
on public and American Indian lands. It provides felony-level penalties for the unauthorized
excavation, removal, damage, alteration, or defacement of any archaeological resource, defined as
material remains of past human life or activities which are at least 100 years old. Before
archaeological resources are excavated or removed from public lands, the Federal land manager
must issue a permit detailing the time, scope, location, and specific purpose of the proposed work.
ARPA also fosters the exchange of information about archaeological resources between
governmental agencies, the professional archaeological community, and private individuals.
ARPA is implemented by regulations found in 43 CFR Part 7.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 sets forth national policy to identify and
preserve properties of state, local, and national significance. The NHPA establishes the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs), and the



National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). ACHP advises the President, Congress, and
Federal agencies on historic preservation issues. Section 106 of the NHPA directs Federal
agencies to take into account effects of their undertakings (actions and authorizations) on
properties included in or eligible for the NRHP. Section 110 sets inventory, nomination,
protection, and preservation responsibilities for federally owned cultural properties. Section 106
of the act is implemented by regulations of the ACHP, 36 CFR Part 800. Agencies should
coordinate studies and documents prepared under Section 106 with NEPA where appropriate.
However, NEPA and NHPA are separate statutes and compliance with one does not constitute
compliance with the other. For example, actions which qualify for a categorical exclusion under
NEPA might still require Section 106 review under NHPA. It is the responsibility of the agency
official to identify properties in the area of potential effects, and whether they are included or
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Section 110 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to
identify, evaluate, and nominate historic property under agency control to the NRHP.

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 establishes
rights of American Indian tribes to claim ownership of certain “cultural items,” defined as Native
American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony,
held or controlled by Federal agencies. Cultural items discovered on Federal or tribal lands are,
in order of primacy, the property of lineal descendants, if these can be determined, and then the
tribe owning the land where the items were discovered or the tribe with the closest cultural
affiliation with the items. Discoveries of cultural items on Federal or tribal land must be reported
to the appropriate American Indian tribe and the Federal agency with jurisdiction over the land.
If the discovery is made as a result of a land use, activity in the area must stop and the items must
be protected pending the outcome of consultation with the affiliated tribe.

EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (May 13, 1971) directs the
Federal government to provide leadership in the preservation, restoration, and maintenance of the
historic and cultural environment. Federal agencies are required to locate and evaluate all Federal
sites under their jurisdiction or control which may qualify for listing on the NRHP. Agencies
must allow the ACHP to comment on the alteration, demolition, sale, or transfer of property
which is likely to meet the criteria for listing as determined by the Secretary of the Interior in
consultation with the SHPO. Agencies must also initiate procedures to maintain federally owned
sites listed on the NRHP.

EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites (May 24, 1996) provides that agencies managing Federal lands, to
the extent practicable, permitted by law, and not inconsistent with agency functions, shall
accommodate American Indian religious practitioners’ access to and ceremonial use of American
Indian sacred sites, shall avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sites, and shall
maintain the confidentiality of such sites. Federal agencies are responsible for informing tribes of
proposed actions that could restrict future access to or ceremonial use of, or adversely affect the
physical integrity of, sacred sites.

EO 13287, Preserve America (March 3, 2003) orders Federal agencies to take a leadership role in
protection, enhancement, and contemporary use of historic properties owned by the Federal
government, and promote intergovernmental cooperation and partnerships for preservation and
use of historic properties. EO 13287 established new accountability for agencies with respect to
inventories and stewardship.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-

Income Populations (February 11, 1994) directs Federal agencies to make achieving
environmental justice part of their mission. Agencies must identify and address the adverse



human health or environmental effects that its activities have on minority and low-income
populations, and develop agency-wide environmental justice strategies. The strategy must list
“programs, policies, planning and public participation processes, enforcement, and/or
rulemakings related to human health or the environment that should be revised to promote
enforcement of all health and environmental statutes in areas with minority populations and low-
income populations, ensure greater public participation, improve research and data collection
relating to the health of and environment of minority populations and low-income populations,
and identify differential patterns of consumption of natural resources among minority populations
and low-income populations.” A copy of the strategy and progress reports must be provided to
the Federal Working Group on Environmental Justice. Responsibility for compliance with EO
12898 is with each Federal agency.

Hazardous Materials and Waste

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of
1980 authorizes USEPA to respond to spills and other releases of hazardous substances to the
environment, and authorizes the National Qil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan. CERCLA also provides a Federal “Superfund” to respond to emergencies immediately.
Although the “Superfund” provides funds for cleanup of sites where potentially responsible
parties cannot be identified, USEPA is authorized to recover funds through damages collected
from responsible parties. This funding process places the economic burden for cleanup on
polluters.

The Pollution Prevention Act (PPA) of 1990 encourages manufacturers to avoid the generation of
pollution by modifying equipment and processes, redesigning products, substituting raw
materials, and making improvements in management techniques, training, and inventory control.
EO 12856, Federal Compliance with Right-to Know Laws and Pollution Prevention
Requirements (August 3, 1993) requires Federal agencies to comply with the provisions of the
PPA and requires Federal agencies to ensure all necessary actions are taken to prevent pollution.
In addition, in Federal Register Volume 58 Number 18 (January 29, 1993), CEQ provides
guidance to Federal agencies on how to “incorporate pollution prevention principles, techniques,
and mechanisms into their planning and decision making processes and to evaluate and report
those efforts, as appropriate, in documents pursuant to NEPA.”

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 is an amendment to the Solid
Waste Disposal Act. RCRA authorizes USEPA to provide for “cradle-to-grave” management of
hazardous waste and sets a framework for the management of nonhazardous municipal solid
waste. Under RCRA, hazardous waste is controlled from generation to disposal through tracking
and permitting systems, and restrictions and controls on the placement of waste on or into the
land. Under RCRA, a waste is defined as hazardous if it is ignitable, corrosive, reactive, toxic, or
listed by USEPA as being hazardous. With the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments
(HSWA) of 1984, Congress targeted stricter standards for waste disposal and encouraged
pollution prevention by prohibiting the land disposal of particular wastes. The HSWA
amendments strengthen control of both hazardous and nonhazardous waste and emphasize the
prevention of pollution of groundwater.

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 mandates strong clean-up
standards and authorizes USEPA to use a variety of incentives to encourage settlements. Title I11
of SARA authorizes the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act (EPCRA),
which requires facility operators with “hazardous substances” or “extremely hazardous
substances” to prepare comprehensive emergency plans and to report accidental releases. EO
12856 requires Federal agencies to comply with the provisions of EPCRA. If a Federal agency
acquires a contaminated site, it can be held liable for clean-up as the property owner/operator. A



Federal agency can also incur liability if it leases a property, as the courts have found lessees
liable as “owners.” However, if the agency exercises due diligence by conducting a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment, it can claim the “innocent purchaser” defense under CERCLA.
According to Title 42 U.S. Code (U.S.C.) 9601(35), the current owner/operator must show it
undertook “all appropriate inquiry into the previous ownership and uses of the property consistent
with good commercial or customary practice” before buying the property to use this defense.

The Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) of 1976 consists of four titles. Title | established
requirements and authorities to identify and control toxic chemical hazards to human health and
the environment. TSCA authorized USEPA to gather information on chemical risks, require
companies to test chemicals for toxic effects, and regulate chemicals with unreasonable risk.
TSCA also singled out polychlorinated bi-phenyls (PCBs) for regulation, and, as a result, PCBs
are being phased out. PCBs are persistent when released into the environment and accumulate in
the tissues of living organisms. They have been shown to cause adverse health effects on
laboratory animals and can cause adverse health effects in humans. TSCA and its regulations
govern the manufacture, processing, distribution, use, marking, storage, disposal, clean-up, and
release reporting requirements for numerous chemicals like PCBs. TSCA Title Il provides
statutory framework for “Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response,” which applies only to schools.
TSCA Title Ill, “Indoor Radon Abatement,” states indoor air in buildings of the United States
should be as free of radon as the outside ambient air. Federal agencies are required to conduct
studies on the extent of radon contamination in buildings they own. TSCA Title IV, “Lead
Exposure Reduction,” directs Federal agencies to “conduct a comprehensive program to promote
safe, effective, and affordable monitoring, detection, and abatement of lead-based paint and other
lead exposure hazards.” Further, any Federal agency having jurisdiction over a property or
facility must comply with all Federal, state, interstate, and local requirements concerning lead-
based paint.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS AIR MOBILITY COMMAND

MEMORANDUM FOR: SEE DISTRIBUTION LIST 08 JUN 2006

FROM: HQ AMC/A7P
507 Symington Drive
Scott AFB IL 62225-5022

SUBIJECT: Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for Installation Development
(ID) at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois

1. The Air Mobility Command (AMC) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) of Installation
Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB Commander’s Vision, Scott AFB
proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott AFB can meet its required operations for
the future national security of the United States. Under the Proposed Action, numerous projects such as
construction of new buildings, enhancements to existing structures, infrastructure improvements,
transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing aging facilities would be planned for over the next
five years. The DOPAA is included with this correspondence.

2. The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative is
being conducted by AMC 1n accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant
to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with the Executive
Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we request your participation by reviewing
the attached DOPAA and solicit your comments concerning the proposal and any potential environmental
consequences. Also enclosed is the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies that have
been contacted. If there are any additional agencies that you feel should review and comment on the
proposal, please include them in your distribution of this letter and attached materials.

3. Please provide any comments or information directly to HQ AMC/A7P, 507 Symington Dr., Scott
AFB, IL 62225-5022 within 30 calendar days upon receipt of this notification.

4. If members of your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Doug Allbright,
HQ AMC/A7PC, (618) 229-0846 or e-mail to doug.allbright@scott.af.mil.

)V A Ny ids s
MICHAEL W. HUTCHISON, Colonel, USAF
Chief, Plans and Programs Division
Directorate of Installations & Mission Support

¥

Attachment:
DOPAA

DISTRIBUTION: (listed on next page)

AMC— GLOBAL REACH FOR AMERICA




INTERAGENCY AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING CORRESPONDENCE AND DISTRIBUTION
LIST FOR THE SCOTT AFB IDEA

US EPA Region 5
Mr. Ken Westlake
77 W. Jackson Blvd., Mail Code B-19J
Chicago, IL 60604

Illinois Department of Natural Resources
Region 1V

4521 Alton Commerce Pkwy.

Alton, IL 62002

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
2009 Mall St.
Collinsville, IL 62234

US Army Corps of Engineers
St. Louis District

1222 Spruce St.

St. Louis, MO 63103-2822

St. Clair County Clerk’s Office
#10 Public Square, 2nd Floor
Belleville, IL 62220

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Mike Redmer, Biologist

1250 South Grove Avenue, Suite 103
Barrington, IL 60010

Illinois Historic Preservation Agency
1 Old State Capitol Plaza
Springfield, IL 62701-1512

Illinois Department of Agriculture
801 E. Sangamon Ave.
Springfield, IL 62702

Mr. Ted K. Shekell, AICP
Planning Director

255 South Lincoln
O’Fallon, IL 62269



Terry Draper

City of Mascoutah

3 West Main Street
Mascoutah, IL 62258

Lisa Reime

City of Mascoutah

3 West Main Street
Mascoutah, IL 62258

St. Clair County Economic Development Department
19 Public Square, Suite 200
Belleville, 111 62220

Mr. Norm Etling, P.E.
Village Engineer

1 Park Drive

Shiloh, 1llinois 62269

Mr. Mike Malloy, A.l.C.P.

Director of Economic Development & Planning
101 South Illinois Street

Belleville, Illinois 62220



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Marion Illinois Suboffice (ES)
8588 Route 148
Marion, IL 62959
(618) 997-3344

August 4, 2006

Colonel Michael W. Hutchison, USAF

Chief, Plans and Programs Division

Directorate of Installations and Mission Support
HQ AMC/A7P

507 Symington Drive .

Scott Air Force Base, [llinois 62225-5022

Dear Colonel Hutchison:

This letter is in reference to your request for review and comments on the Description of
Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for Installation Development at Scott Air Force
Base, Illinois. The Fish and Wildlife Service supports the effort of Scott Air Force Base to
streamline the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review process by preparing a
comprehensive Environmental Assessment (EA) for all foreseeable installation development
projects. We look forward to reviewing the draft EA and will make formal comments at that
time. These comments are provided under the authority of and in accordance with the provisions
of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.); and
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

To facilitate compliance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
Federal agencies are required to obtain from the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) information
concerning any species, listed or proposed to be listed, which may be present in the area of a
proposed action. Therefore, we are furnishing you the following list of species that have ranges
that include the concerned area:

Classification Common Name (Scientific Name) Habitat
Endangered Indiana bat Caves, mines; small stream
(Myotis sodalis) corridors with well developed

riparian woods; upland and
bottomland forests

Endangered Illinois cave amphipod Karst caves & streams
(Gammarus acherondytes)
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Classification Common Name (Scientific Name) Habitat

Threatened Decurrent false aster Disturbed alluvial soils
(Boltonia decurrens)

Threatened Bald eagle Breeds and winters along
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) major rivers and large
Ieservoirs
Endangered Least tern Bare alluvial and dredge spoil
(Sterna antillarum) islands
Endangered Pallid sturgeon Rivers

(Scaphirhynchus albus)

There is no designated critical habitat in the project area at this time. Suitable habitat for the
Ilinois cave amphipod, decurrent false aster, bald eagle, least tern, and pallid sturgeon is not
known to be present in the project area.

The Indiana bat has been noted as occurring in several [llinois counties. Potential habitat for this
species occurs statewide, therefore, Indiana bats are considered to potentially occur in any area
with forested habitat. Indiana bats migrate seasonally between winter hibernacula and summer
roosting habitats. Winter hibernacula include caves and abandoned mines. Females emerge
from hibernation in late March or early April to migrate to summer roosts. Females form
nursery colonies under the loose bark of trees (dead or alive) and/or in cavities, where each
female gives birth to a single young in June or early July. A maternity colony may include from
one to 100 individuals. A single colony may utilize a number of roost trees during the summer,
typically a primary roost tree and several alternates. Some males remain in the area near the
winter hibernacula during the summer months, but others disperse throughout the range of the
species and roost individually or in small numbers in the same types of trees as females. The
species or size of tree does not appear to influence whether Indiana bats utilize a tree for roosting
provided the appropriate bark structure is present. However, the use of a particular tree does
appear to be influenced by weather conditions, such as temperature and precipitation.

During the summer, Indiana bats frequent the corridors of small streams with well-developed
riparian woods, as well as mature bottomland and upland forests. The species forages for insects
along stream corridors, within the canopy of floodplain and upland forests, over clearings with
early successional vegetation (old fields), along the borders of crop lands, along wooded fence
rows, and over farm ponds and in pastures. Although Indiana bats will forage over small
openings, they generally prefer forested areas. To avoid impacting this species, tree clearing
should be avoided whenever possible. If tree clearing is unavoidable, mist net surveys may be
necessary due to the fact that the Indiana bat has previously been documented on Scott Air Force
Base.
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A biological assessment or evaluation should be included in the draft EA in order to determine if
the proposed activity is likely to adversely affect listed species. These comments provide
technical assistance only and do not constitute the report of the Secretary of the Interior on the
project pursuant to Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, do not fulfill the
requirements under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, nor do they represent the review
comments of the U.S. Department of the Interior on any forthcoming environmental statement.
The Service will make final comments on the proposed project in regards to threatened and
endangered species upon our review of the draft EA or any other environmental document that
may be prepared.

According to the information provided, none of the proposed installation development activities
will take place in streams, wetlands, or floodplain. However, the DOPAA states that there will
be an estimated net increase of 1.1 million ft* of impervious surfaces within the developed area
of the base. Construction and development activities that create impervious surfaces will
increase the amount of runoft from developed areas and will likely result in increased sediment
entering nearby tributary systems from erosion and increased local flooding. In addition,
stormwater runoff from developed areas will likely introduce a variety of chemicals (i.e.,
petroleum products) to nearby tributary systems. As such, the proposed development is likely to
degrade the water quality in the area and therefore, is likely to have significant long-term,
adverse impacts on fish and wildlife resources in the area. We recommend the use of stormwater
retention basins to retain all stormwater runoff from sites with new impervious surfaces.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide preliminary comments on this DOPAA. Please contact
me at (618) 997-3344, ext. 340, should you have any questions.

erely,

oyée A. Collins
Assistant Field Supervisor

cc: IDNR (Rettig)
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Mr. Norm Etling, P.E. I%
Village Engineer B
I Park Drive s

Shiloh, Illinois 62269

SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois

Dear Mr. Etling,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action. numerous projects such as construction of new buildings., enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades. and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning” and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, 1L 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af. mil.

Sincerely,

< ]
LU | o

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications Intermational Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.salc.com
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[llinois Historic Preservation Agency
Attn: Review and Compliance

1 Old State Capitol Plaza
Springfield, [L 62701-1512
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), lllinois

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning” and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs. we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af .mil.

Sincerely,

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications Intemational Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.salc.com
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US EPA Region 5

NEPA Implementation Section

Mr. Ken Westlake

77 W. Jackson Blvd. Mail Code B-19]
Chicago, IL 60604
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB). Illinois

Dear Mr. Westlake,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Altemauve
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning” and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud. HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af.mil.

Sinc "

"' —

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.saic.com
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St. Clair County Economic Development Department
19 Public Square, Suite 200
Belleville, 111 62220
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings. enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs. we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618)229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af . mil.

Sincerel
—'—""_F--._-

|
“l v —

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager

314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314,344 4349 | www.saic.com
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Mr. Ted K. Shekell, AICP
Planning Director

255 South Lincoln
O'Fallon. IL 62229

600 £OHILOOT 9TE

SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), lllinois

Dear Mr. Shekell,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects 10 ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovemmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
conceming the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 Apnl 2007. If members of

your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr, Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af.mil.

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.saic.com
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[llinois Environmental Protection Agency
Mr. Jerry Kuhn

1021 North Grand Avenue East
Springfield, IL 62794-9276
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), [llinois

Dear Mr. Kuhn,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements 1o
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC 1n accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud@scott.af.mil.

Sinc_crely.

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4348 | www.saic.com
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US Army Corps of Engineers
Attn: Ms. Susan.L.Homeman
St. Louis District

1222 Spruce St.

St. Louts, MO 63103-2822
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), llinois

Dear Ms. Homeman,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Dnive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/ATPC.
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af.mil.

Sincerely, B
i
N
Q Viddd sl

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications Intermnational Corporation
8421 5t. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.salc.com
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St. Clair County

Mr. Mike Mitchell

Building and Zoning Dept.
#10 Public Square, 5th Floor
Bellewville. IL 62220
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, 1L 62225-5022 by 30 Apnl 2007. 1f members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC.
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masscoud@scott.af.mil.

Sincerely,

P

W* ————

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 5t. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.salc.com
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Mr. Terry Draper
City of Mascoutah

3 West Main Street
Mascoutah, IL 62258
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), lllinois

Dear Mr. Draper,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national secunty of the United States, Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Altemative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr, Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/ATPC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af.mil.

Sincerely,

on S —
Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.saic.com
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[llinois Department of Natural Resources
Mr. Steve Hamer

Division of Environment and Ecosystems
| Natural Resources Way

Springfield, IL 62702-1271
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois

Dear Mr. Hamer,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs. we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 April 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af. mil.

Sincerely,
—
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Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis. MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.saic.com
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Mr. Mike Malloy, A.L.C.P.

Director of Economic Development & Planning
101 South Illinois Street

Belleville, Illinois 62220
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois

Dear Mr. Malloy,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB, Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national secunty of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning" and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/ATPC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 Apnl 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC,
(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af.mil.

Sincerely,

'ﬂ“ﬂd"—-

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.saic.com
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Mike Redmer, Biologist

1250 South Grove Avenue; Suite 103
Barrington, IL 60010
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SUBJECT: Draft Installation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for
Construction and Demolition at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), lllinois

Dear Mr. Redmer,

On behalf of the Air Mobility Command (AMC), we are providing you with an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of Installation Development (ID) at Scott AFB. Consistent with the Scott AFB
Commander's Vision, Scott AFB proposes numerous future installation projects to ensure Scott
AFB can meet its required operations for the future national security of the United States. Under the
Proposed Action, numerous projects such as construction of new buildings, enhancements to
existing structures, infrastructure improvements, transportation upgrades, and demolition of existing
aging facilities would be planned for the next five years. The Draft EA is included with this
correspondence for your review and comment.

The environmental impact analysis process for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
is being conducted by AMC in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with
Air Force Instruction 32-7060, "Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental
Planning” and the Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs. we
request your participation by reviewing the attached Draft EA and solicit your comments
concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences.

Please provide any comments or information directly to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud of HQ
AMC/A7PC, 507 Symington Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022 by 30 Apnl 2007. If members of
your staff have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. Mr, Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/ATPC,

(618) 229-0911 or e-mail to mostafa.masseoud @scott.af.mil,
Sincerely,

Tom V. Daues, CHMM
Project Manager
314-770-3024

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Drive Suite 200 | St. Louis, MO 63114 | tel: 314.770.3000 | fax: 314.344.4349 | www.saic.com



lllinois Department of
Natural Resources Rod R. Blagojevich, Governor

One Natural Resources Way + Springfield, lilinois 62702-1271 Joel Brunsvold, Director
hitp://dnr.state.il.us

April 5, 2007

Mr. Mostafa Masseoud RE: Draft Installation

HQ AMC/A7TPC Development Environmental
507 Symington Drive Assessement (IDEA) for
Scott AFB, IL. 62225-5022 Construction/Demolition at

Scott Air Force Base, Illinois

Dear Mr. Masseoud:

This letter is in response to the above referenced project that was reviewed by the Illinois
Department of Natural Resources. Based on the project as presented the Department of Natural
Resources has no further comment and considers consultation closed on this project.

If you have any questions on the above, please contact me at 217-785-5500.
Sincerely,

3 ,‘1“;
it
pras

Steve Hamer
Transportation Review Program
Division of Environment and Ecosystems

Y/Brne

Printed on recycled and recyclable paper



[LLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

1021 NorTH GrRAND AVeNUE EasT, P.O. Box 19276, SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-9276 —( 217) 782-3397
James R, THOMPSON CeNTER, 100 WesT RANDOLPH, SUITE 11-300, CHIcAGO, IL 60601 = (312) 814-6026

Rob R. BLAGOjevicH, GOVERNOR DoucLas P. ScoTT, DIRECTOR

217-782-0547

April 24, 2007

Mr. Tom V. Daues, CHMM

Project Manager

Science Applications International Corporation
8421 St. John Industrial Dr., Ste 200

St. Louis, MO 63114

Dear Mr. Daues:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed demolition and construction at
Scott Air Force Base.

The Agency has no objections to the project; however permits may be required from the
Division of Water Pollution Control for any new sanitary sewers that will serve new
buildings of this project. A construction site activity stormwater NPDES permit will be
required from the division of Water Pollution Control for the demolition and construction
activities of this project. If you have concerns regarding the Division of Water Pollution
Control permits, please contact Al Keller, 217- 782-0610.

Asbestos notification may be required to the Bureau of Air, Division of Air Pollution Control
at least ten (10) days prior to any demolition project initiation. Please contact Bob Bemoteit,
217-524-0865, if you have questions concerning notification requirements.

Solid and hazardous waste must be properly disposed of or recycled.

If you have need for an Environmental Review in the future, please submit your information to:
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, Deputy Director’s Office/MC #1,
PO Box 19276, Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276, ATTN: DiAnne Schuerman

Sincerely,

Bernard P. Killian
Deputy Director

RockrorD — 4302 North Main Streel, Rockford, IL 61103 - (B15) 987-7760 *  Dis Pranes — 9511 W, Harrison St., Des Plaines, IL 60016 - (847) 294-4000
ELcin — 595 South State, Elgin, IL 60123 - (847) 608-3131 = Prowria - 5415 N, University St., Peoria, IL 61614 - (309) 693-5463
BUREAU OF LAND - PEORIA — 7620 N, University 5., Peoria, IL 61614 - (309) 693-5462 «  CHAMPAIGN — 2125 South First Street, Champaign, IL 61820 - (217) 278-5800
SPRINGFIELD — 4500 S, Sixth Street Rd., Springfield, IL 62706 — (217) 786-6892 ¢ Cownsvie = 2009 Mall Street, Collinsville, IL 62234 - (618) 346-5120
Magion -~ 2309 W, Main 5t., Suite 116, Marion, IL 62959 - (618) 993-7200

PrINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER




My -Be-c@ay 13:08 FROM:US EFR REGION 5 Ilo 3ER EEY4 T 61E2ERTE4 PLoae

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

S REGION 5
g m % OFFICE OF SCIENCE, ECOSYSTEMS, AND COMMUNITIES
%, e 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD

pET— CHICAGO, IL 80804-3590

MAY 0 2 2007 B-19]

Mostafa Masseoud

HQ AMC/ATPC

507 Symington Drivée
Scott AFB, 1L 62225-5022

Re:  Comments on Draft Installavion Development Envivommental Assessment for
Construction and Demolition Activitics at Scolt Air Force Base, St. Clair County,
[Hinois

Dear Mr, Masseoud:

In accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the 1.5, Environmental Protection Agency (U.8. EPA) has reviewed the draft
Tngtallation Development Environmental Assessment (IDEA) for proposed construction and
demobtion activities at Scolt Air Force Base (Scott AFB), in St. Clair County, llinois.
According to the IDEA, the project proponents propose to implement the following projects at
Scott AFB over the next five years:

2§ demolition projects,
17 facility construction, renovation, and altcration projects, and
seven facility infrastructure projects.

[

The IDEA states that the proposed project is nocded to meet current and future mission
requirements and national seourity objectives associated with Scott AFB. Based on our review of
the IDEA, we submit the following comments:

The TDEA should have provided more information regarding the amount of hazardous substances
{such as asbestos and lead-based paint) affected under the proposed project. The IDEA states
that the amounts of huzardous materials at Scott AFB are tracked under various management
plans, Usiog these plans, the project proponents should have estimated the amounis of hazardous
materials affected by the proposed project, and docurnented those amounis within the IDEA.
Such data in the IDEA would provide comprehensive information about the scope of each
hazardous material abatement project needed. Therefore, fuiure cavironmental documentation
should provide the values of amounts of hazardous substances ufTected by the proposed project.

The IDEA should have more information about plans to mitigate increased storm water flow
rates caused by the additional 2.2 acres of imperious surfaces resulting from the proposad project.
o an August 4, 2006 letter, the U5, Fish and Wildlife Service (U.5. FWS) clted adverse effects
(o water quality and fish and wildlife resources from an incresse in stormi water runoff. Such
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cffects would be caused by an increase in sediment and chemicals entering nearby tributary
systems. Local flooding would siso increase. 1S, FWS recommended the use of retention
basing to mitigate storm water flows from sites with new impervious surfaces. In response, the
IDEA states, “The proposed constructiofi agtivitics d$ require modifications to the installation
storm drainage systemn (c.g. draimage ditches and basins) and an update to the SWPPP [Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan} in order to properly manage storm water. Siie drainage would
be addressed within the updated SWEPP such that there would be ne deleterious impacts to
recelving waters ag a result of the Proposed Action.” The IDEA provides little information about
what modifications would be neccssary to mitigate storm water impacts from the proposed
project; wnstead it defers a mitigation evaluation bevond the environmental review process. I
order to address U.S, FWS comments, future environmental documentation shonld estimate the
additional mitigation needed to treat storm water flows from the proposed project’s net addition
of 2.2 acres of impervious surfaces on the base.

Finaily, we encourage the project proponents to incorporate sustainable buiiding concepts into its
construction and renovation plans, These concepts may inelude the use of greern roofs, sola
panels, vegetated swales, native plant landscapes, rain bamels, end energy efficient lighting. The
implementation of such concepts may reduce Scott AFB’s cnergy consurmption, greenhouse gas
cmissions, and storma water {low rates,

[t you have any questions or wish to discuss any aspect of these comments, please contact
Newton Ellens of my staff at (312) 353-5562.

Sincerely,

Kenneth A. Westiake, Chief
NEPA Implementation Section
Office of Science, Ecosystems, and Communitics

ce: Joyee Colling, Assistant Ficld Supervisor
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service
Marion Hiinois Suboffice




Notice of Availability
Finding of No Significant Impact for the
Environmental Assessment of Installation Development at Scott AFB, Illinois

The United States Air Force Air Mobility Command (AMC) and Scott Air Force
Base, Illinois are proposing to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
based on an Environmental Assessment (EA) of Installation Development on Scott
AFB. The analysis considered potential effects of the Proposed Action on eleven
resource areas: airspace management, air quality, noise, safety, hazardous
materials and waste management, geological resources, water resources, biological
resources, land use, cultural resources and socioeconomics and environmental
justice. The results, as found in the EA, show that the future proposed installation
development projects would not have a significant impact on the environment —
indicating that a FONSI would be appropriate. An Environmental Impact
Statement should not be necessary to implement the Proposed Action.

Copies of the FONSI and the EA showing the analysis are available for review
until April 16, 2007 at the Belleville Public Library located at 121 East
Washington St. Belleville, IL 62220 and the Scott Air Force Base Library located
at 510 Ward Drive, Building 1940 on Scott Air Force Base, Illinois. Address
written comments to Mr. Mostafa Masseoud, HQ AMC/A7PC, 507 Symington
Drive, Scott AFB, IL 62225-5022, or email at mostafa.masseoud@scott.af.mil.
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AIR EMISSION CALCULATIONS
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Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)

New Construction [ [ Total
Scott Inst Dev EA Building |Building [Building Building Pavement Surface | Surface
Area Footprint [Stories Volume |Area Depth |Volume |Trenching |Area Area

Construction Project SF SF (10 ft/st) CF SF Feet |CF SF SF acres
Construct Intel Facility C1 VDYDO052055 15,000 15,000 1 15000 0 15,000 0.34
Construct Squad. Ops Facility C2 | VDYDY%43015 57,953 28,977 2 57954 0 57,953 1.33
Construct Child Development Center C3 VDYD953021 24219 24219 1 24219 0 24,219 0.56
Doom Bay Addition and Brick Installation C4 | VDYDO030284 5,400 5,400 1 5400 0 5,400 0.12
SYP Construct Parking Lot Building 57 C6 VDYDO020216 0 22,500 0.50 11,250 22,500 0.52
Construct Steel Pole Barn C7 VDYDO052050 3,000 3,000 1 3000 0 3,000 0.07
Construct Addition at POL C9 | VDYD052042 320 320 1 320 0 320 0.01
Addition to Communication Facility C11| VDYD039182 3,200 3,200 1 3200 0 3,200 0.07
Construct Aeromedical Evacuation Facility C12| VDYDO040181 21,635 10,818 2 21636 0 21,635 0.50
AT/FP for Dorms 1810, 1820, 1830 C13| VDYD040289 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Construct Distribution and Deployment Processing Center C17| VDYDO050109 27,437 27,437 1 27437 0 27,437 0.63
Construct New Fitness Center C19| VDYDO030156 130,243 65,122 2 130243 0 130,243 2.99
Construct New VOQ/VAQ C20| VDYD040123 207,500 51,875 4 207500 25312 0.50 12,656 232,812 5.34
Construct New DISA Facility C21| VDYD040216 265,000 265,000 1 265000 113,906 0.50 56,953 378,906 8.70
Construct Customer Service Center C22| VDYDO050112 69,965 69,965 1 69965 67,500 0.50 33,750 137,465 3.16
Const B-3175 to new location C23| VDYD040176 120 120 1 120 0 120 0.00
Construct New base civil engineering (BCE) Complex C24| VDYDO030153 84,368 84,368 1 84368 5,696 0.50 2,848 90,064 2.07
Construct Golf Clubhouse/Realign Course (6 holes) Cc26| VDYD020183 20,000 20,000 1 20000 0 20,000 0.46
Construct OG HQ (375th) Facility c27 No project # 51,215 51,215 1 51215 0 51,215 1.18
Construct Temporary Lodging Facility C28| No project # 82,000 82,000 1 82000 0 82,000 1.88
Construct Joint Logistics Center C30 No project # 300,000 100,000 3 300000 182,464 0.50 91,232 482,464 11.08
Construct Permanent Facility for 500 SDDC personnel. C31 No project # 215,000 215,000 1 215000 0 215,000 4.94

0 0 0.00
Infrastructure Project Details 0 0 0.00
Install Hydrant And Distribution Water Lines Near Bldg 1192 1100°x 20” -3 |VDYD720489 0 22,000 22,000 0.51
Move Existing Jogging Path Outside CZ. NET 0 IMPERVIOUS AREA -4 |VDYDO030467 0 7,185 7,185 0.16
SBR Install Catch Basin Behind Pavilion Near Bldg 382 25’x20 1-8 |VDYDO040255 0 500 500 0.01
Storage And Drainage For Dried Caked Sludge, Bldg 3304 -9 [VDYDO040276 0 2,500 2,500 0.06
Expand Parking Lots (Across From Bldgs 460/450) 1-13 |VDYD050227 29,997 0.50 14,999 29,997 0.69
Add And Renovate Family Camp, 6400 1-14 [VDYD006400 0 9,000 9,000 0.21
Repair Eastside Drainage 1-20 [VDYDO050111 0 70,000 70,000 1.61
Proposed Action TOTAL 1,583,575| 1,123,036 1,583,577 | 447,375 223,688| 111,185| 2,142,135 49

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006), page 1 of 8
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Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)

Demolition [ [
Building [Building [Building Building Pavement Grading Total Surface
[Project Details Area Footprint |Stories Volume |Area Depth |Volume |only Dist (SF) Area
SF SF (10 ft/st) CF SF Feet |CF acres
Demo. HQ AMC/Admin Bldg. 1605 (R/M) D3 JvDYD000054 4,704 4,704 1
47040 4,704 0.11
Demo Admin Facility Bldg. 3190 (R/M) D4 |vDYDO000055 46,540 46,540 1
465400 46,540 1.07
Demo Concrete pads in Clear Zone /RM D5 JvDYDO000056 NA 6,400 05 3200 6,400 0.15
Demo. RG SM Arms System Range (R/M) 8FP D6 |vDYD010025 No building. 113,656
Moving dirt and
removing berm.
113,656 2.61
Demo Shredder Building 3283 D7 |VDYD020241 250 250 1
2500 250 0.01
Demo. Facility 741 D8 |vDYDO021015D4 3,800 3,800 1
38000 3,800 0.09
Demolish Taxiway J D9 |VDYD040163 NA 218,570 1 218570 218,570 5.02
Demolish Buildings 3207 and 3210 D11 |VDYD040301 578 578 1
5780 578 0.01
Demolish Building 799 D12 JVDYDO040304 2,688 2,688 1 26880 2,688 0.06
Demolish Building 3273 D13 JVDYDO040306 9,000 9,000
90000 9,000 0.21
Demolish Building 3277 D14 |VDYDO040307 9,267 9,267 1
92670 9,267 0.21
Demolish Asphalt Pavement Old South Drive D15 JVDYDO040316 NA 64,000
0.5 32000 64,000 1.47
Demolish Acro Club Bldg. 3183 D16 [VDYD991017 2,304 1,152 2 23040 1,152 0.03
Demo US TRANSCOM, Bldg 1961 D17 INo project # 246,234 82,078 3 2462340 82,078 1.88
Demo Chapel 2, Bldg 5713 D18 INo project # 12,904 12,904 1 129040 12,904 0.30
Demo Medical Warehouse 3270 D18 INo project # 9,150 9,150 1 91500 9,150 0.21
Demo Medical Warehouse 3272 D20 INo project # 9,150 9,150 1 91500 9,150 0.21
Demo Medical Warehouse 3275 D21 INo project # 9,150 9,150 1 91500 9,150 0.21
Demo Medical Warehouse 3279 D22 INo project # 9,150 9,150 1 91500 9,150 0.21
0.00

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006), page 2 of 8
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Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)

Additional Demolitions (SF) 0.00
None C1 0.00
Demo 2-story, Bldg 505-Total SF 19,332 (GIS) Bldg 505 footprint c2 9,666 19,332
9,666 SF (GIS) 0.00
none C3 0.00
None C4 0.00
Parking lot building C6 22,500 22,500 0.00
None c7 0.00
None c9 0.00
None C11 0.00
None c12 0.00
None C13 0.00
1520 - 182 SF 1521-28,719 SF 1523-1,335SF (from GIS) c17 30,236 30,236 0.00
Demo 1986 -2,286SF and 1987 -27,500SF. Both are 2-story per Brian. c19 29,786 59,572
Both are for footprints. 0.00
Total demo SF 1508-17,828 SF,  1509-41,660 SF, 1510-52,920SF, 71779 71,779
1512-6,800 SF, 1513-24,350 SF Demo footprint SF 1508-8,914 SF, 1509-
20,830 SF, 1510-26,460 SF 1512-3,400 SF 1513-12,175 SF c20
0.00
Demo 3189 (1-story) 63,874SF (this SF came from Brian/GIS but matches closely with c21 63,874 63,874
56,800SF from the GP Pg 4D-3). 0.00
These are all 1-story bldgs. P-10-47,132 SF, B-50-11,008 SF 528 -17,724 115,278 115,278
SF  530-6,911SF 533 -9530 SF, 531-9,400 SF 520 - 146 SF 514 - 5,457
SF 513 -5546SF, 512-2150SF 522274 SF C22
0.00
Const B-3175 to new location Cc23 120 120 0.00
Bldg 4205 SF 1,298 SF (1-story) C24 1,298 1,298 0.00
Assume these will be demolished. Bldg 1191 - 5065 SF (1 story), Bldg 1192 -15534 SF (1 c26 20,599 20,599
story) 0.00
Demo from GIS 859 - 66,422 sf 861 -47,010sf 509 - 3,966 sf co7 131,994 131,994
61 -14,596 sf (Assume all are 1-story). 0.00
The following SF are for footprints. All are 2 story. 5101 (5696 SF), 5107 (5696 SF), 5201 28,007 56,014
(5696 SF), 5203 (3,717 SF), 5204 (3761 SF), 5205 (3653 SF), 5206 (3707 SF), 5207 (3599
SF), 5208 (5696 SF), 5210 (5696 SF), 5212 (3400 SF), 5214 (5696 SF). Demos list came c28
from GP. SF came from GIS. 0.00
Demo Scott's Inn covered in C20. C30 0.00
None. C31 0.00
Proposed Action TOTAL 374,869| 734,698 4,341,286 288,970 253,770 113,656| 612,187 14]
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Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)
Emissions Summary-PropAction

Scott AFB Installation Development EA

Emissions (tons/construction period)
co VvOC NOx SOx PM

Construction 83.0 26.0 381.5 0.0 271
Demolition 4.1 0.8 4.0 0.0 1.5
Grading 2.6 0.5 4.2 0.4 1.6
Pavement 6.1 1.2 10.6 0.7 0.9
Commuting 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 95.8 28.5 400.3 1.1 31.1
[# of Years [ 5|
[Annual Total | 19.2| 5.7 80.1] 0.2] 6.2]
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Surface disturbance (Grading)

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)

Grading-PropAction

Total area disturbed (sq ft) Scott Inst Dev EA Summary
Days
Acres Emissions (tons)
Operational schedule (ground disturbance days) = 100 (guesstimate) cO HC NOx SOx PM10
Fugitive Dust Sources Ground disturbing 1.4
PM10 Fuel Combustion 20 04 4.1 04 0.3
Project Graded Emission Worker Travel| 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.0
Duration Area Factor* Emissions | Emissions * (SCAQMD Table 9-2) TOTAL| 2.6 0.5 4.2 0.4 1.6
(working days) (acres) Ib/acre (Ibs) (tons)
(grading) 100 492 55.0 27047  1.35
Emissions (tons/year)
Combustion (Off-road construction equipment) voc | co Nox | soz | pPmio_ |
| 0.5] 2.6 4.2] 0.4 1.6
Operation
Emissions (tons/year)
Trench Site Paving cOo VOC NOx SOx | PM
Excavation | Grading 2.6] 0.5 4.2 0.4] 1.6
Duration (days) 100
Total Emissions (Ibs)
# of Equip  Schedule** (hours/day) hours CO HC NOx SOx PM10
Backhoe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trencher| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grader 1 8 800 1002 376 2631 251 125
Asphalt Paver 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scraper 1 8 800 2347 213 4055 427 320
Rollers 1 8 800 554 158 1584 158 79
3904 748 8270 836 525 (Ibs)
1.95 0.37 413 0.42 0.26 (tons)
EF (Ibs/Bhp-hr) * EF (Ibs/hr) *
Equipment List CO HC NOx SOx PM10 Bhp** CO HC NOx SOx PM10
Backhoe 0.0150 0.0030 0.0220 0.0020 0.0010 79 1.19 0.24 1.74 0.16 0.08
Trencher 0.0200 0.0030 0.0220 0.0020 0.0015 60 1.20 0.18 1.32 0.12 0.09
Grader 0.0080 0.0030 0.0210 0.0020 0.0010 157 1.25 0.47 3.29 0.31 0.16
Asphalt Paver 0.007 0.001 0.023 0.002 0.001 91 0.64 0.09 2.09 0.18 0.09
Scraper 0.011 0.001 0.019 0.002 0.0015 266.76 2.93 0.27 5.07 0.53 0.40
Rollers 0.0070 0.0020 0.0200 0.0020 0.0010 99 0.69 0.20 1.98 0.20 0.10
* SCAQMD Table A9-8-B, Diesel-fired
** SCAQMD Table 9-8-C
Construction Worker Travel
For Each Worker:
Miles per day = 20 (estimated round trip)
Number of workers = 10
Duration of Project (working days) = 100
Emission Factors Emissions = (EF) x (VMT) x conversion
[co [voc [NOx [PmM10 | [co [voc [NOx [PmM10 |
grams/mi 29.09 4 2.59 0.085 pounds 1283 176 114 4
tons 0.64 0.09 0.06 0.00
VMT = 20000 VMT= (mi/d-w) x (days) x (workers)

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006), Grading-PropAction
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Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)
Demolition-PropAction

Project Demolition

Square |Height

Bldg # |Feet (ft) Cubic Feet

Total Demolition 4,341,286
Cubic
TOTAL DEMOLITION Feet 4,341,286
Demolition Emission Factor 0.00042 Ib PM10/cubic foot
PM10
Emissions (Ib) 1823
Emissions (tons) 0.9
Removal of pavement 288,970|sq ft
Pavement thickness 0.5]ft
volume to be removed 144485|cu ft
Total volume to be removed (bldgs + parking) 4,485,771|cu ft
166,140[cu yd
Volume per truckload 10|cu yd/truckload
Number of truckloads 16614|truckloads
Round trip mileage 20| miles/load
Miles traveled 332279|miles
cOo VvOoC NOx SOx PM
(g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi)
Dump truck emission factors 11.22 2.16 10.81 0.088282688 1.652
Emissions (grams) 3728174 717723 3591940 29335 548925
Emissions (tons) 4.1 0.8 4.0 0.0 0.6
Emissions (tonsl/year)
cOo VvOC NOx SOx PM

Total for demolition and hauling 4.1 0.8 4.0 0.0 1.5

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006), Demolition-PropAction, page 6 of 8
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Builidng Construction

Bldg #

sq ft

Total

T

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006), Construction-PropAction

(from DOPAA

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)
Construction-PropAction

sheet)

Emission Factors (Ibs/const

period/1000 sq ft GFA)

Land Use ROC CO NOx S02 PM10 Reference
General Industrial 32.8 104.8 481.9 0.0 34.2 CEQA 1993, Table 9-1
Emissions (tons/year)
co VvOoC NOXx SOx PM
83.0 26.0 381.5 271
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Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)
New Pavement-PropAction

New Pavement sq ft
Square
TOTAL PAVEMENT ADDED Feet 1,123,036
TOTAL PAVEMENT ADDED Acres
Paving Rate sqft/day 4,000
Duration of paving activity days 280.76
Dump Truck to Import Paving Materials
Pavement depth (ft) Emission Factor (g/mi)
Pavement volume (cu ft) 1,583,577 Vehicle Type VvOC CcO NOx SOx PM
Pavement volume (cu yd) 175953 HDDV 2.16 11.22 10.81 0.09 1.65
Miles per round trip 20|Guesstimate
Size of truckload (cu yd) 15| Typical size of dump truck Emissions (tons/year)
Total trips 11730|(concrete volume) / (volume/truck) CcO VvOC NOx SOx PM
Total miles 234604|(trips) x (miles/trip) 2.9 0.6 2.8 0.0 0.4
Paving Equipment Emissions
Emission Factor (Ib/hour)
Emission Factor Ref. co ROC NOx SOx PM10
SCAQMD-Misc Diesel 0.675 0.15 1.7 0.143 0.14
Roller 0.300 0.065 0.870 0.067 0.050
Concrete Paver -Diesel 0.806 0.161 1.773 0.161 0.081
Asphalt Paver - Diesel 0.376 0.054 1.235 0.107 0.054
Emissions (Ib/const period)
Equipmen Hrs/constr
Equipment t hr/day period Emission Factor Ref. Cco ROC NOx SOx PM10
Bulldozers 1 8 2246.1 SCAQMD-Misc Diesel 1516.1 336.9 3818.3 321.2 314.4
Roller 2 8 44921 Roller 1347.6 292.0 3908.2 301.0 224.6
Concrete Paver -Diesel 2 8 44921 Concrete Paver -Diesel 3620.7 7241 7965.5 7241 362.1
TOTAL 6484 1353 15692 1346 901
Total (tons) 3.2 0.7 7.8 0.7 0.5
Emissions (tons/year)
CcO VOC NOx SOx PM
Total Emissions 6.1 1.2 10.6 0.7 0.9

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006), New Pavement-PropAction
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POV Emission Factors
(from AFIERA, 2002)

POV Commuting Data
Commuting Distance =

Weekly schedule =

Annual schedule =

AVR =

% of Employees Living On-Base

Average model year (baseline) =
Average model year (proposed) =

Emission Calculation

Baseline
Proposed Action

20
B
50
1.1
n/a
1998
Manpower

Scott Inst Dev EA - Air Emission Calculations (Sept 2006)

Commuting-PropAction

(Low Altitude <= 4,000 feet)

Calendar co vocC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 Pb Carbon
on-road pct Year (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi)

LDGV 68.9% 1998 22.6 1.8 1.4 0.072 0.71 0.20 0.0015 0.0043
LDGT-1 11.4% 1998 24.6 2.0 1.6 0.096 1.08 0.29 0.0020 0.0043
LDGT-2 8.5% 1998 26.4 2.2 1.8 0.098 2.58 0.66 0.0021 0.0043
HDGV 1.5% 1998 18.3 2.3 3.3 0.154 5.51 1.42 0.0033 0.054
LDDV 3.9% 1998 1.5 0.6 1.2 0.116 0.80 0.28 0.0000 0.100
LDDT 1.9% 1998 1.8 0.9 1.4 0.157 1.59 0.48 0.0000 0.109
HDDV 2.9% 1998 11.3 2.0 6.5 0.512 7.73 2.01 0.0000 0.213
MC 1.0% 1998 23.7 5.2 0.9 0.032 0.08 0.03 0.0012 0.0000

Weighted Avg 21.6 1.8 1.6 0.1 1.2 0.3 0.0 0.0

(Low Altitude <= 4,000 feet)

Calendar co vocC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 Pb Carbon

on-road pct Year (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi) (g/mi)

LDGV 68.9% 2000 14.6 1.0 1.0 0.072 0.71 0.20 0.0015 0.0043
LDGT-1 11.4% 2000 16.2 1.2 1.1 0.096 1.08 0.29 0.0020 0.0043
LDGT-2 8.5% 2000 16.9 1.2 1.2 0.098 2.58 0.66 0.0021 0.0043
HDGV 1.5% 2000 16.6 1.7 3.2 0.154 5.51 1.42 0.0033 0.054
LDDV 3.9% 2000 1.4 0.5 1.1 0.116 0.80 0.28 0.0000 0.100
LDDT 1.9% 2000 1.7 0.7 1.3 0.157 1.59 0.48 0.0000 0.109
HDDV 2.9% 2000 10.9 2.0 6.5 0.512 7.73 2.01 0.0000 0.213
MC 1.0% 2000 221 4.7 0.9 0.032 0.08 0.03 0.0012 0.0000

Weighted Avg 14.2 1.1 1.2 0.1 1.2 0.3 0.0 0.0
miles/RT
days/week
weeks
commuters/RT AVR=Average vehicle ridership
%

#RT/day = #empl/day*(%commuters/100)/AVR
#miles/yr = #miles/RT * RT/wk * wk/yr
Daily Annual
Trips Miles co voC NOx SOx PM PM2.5 Pb Carbon
(RT/day) (miles) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons)
- - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
- - 0.0] 0.0] 0.0] 0.0] 0.0] 0.0] 0.000] 0.00]
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